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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Significance of the Problem 
The cost of clothing consumes a significant portion of the Ameri-
can family's budget. Consumers spent about $296.00 per person on 
· clothing and shoes in 1972, some $21 more than they spent in 1971. 
Part of this increase was caused by inflation, but there was an in-
crease of nearly five percent in terms of dollars of constant value 
(13). 
With such a large yearly investment being made in clothing, it is 
to the consumer's advantage to be able to select garments which re-
quire relatively inexpensive care and then to maintain these garments 
so that they retain their original size, shape and appearance for 
maximum wearing life. Rapid technological advances in the fabric and 
fiber industries have led to numerous man-made fibers, fiber blends, 
new methods of fabric construction, and a variety of finishes includ-
ing durable press or permanent press, water repellent, soil repellent 
and soil release. 
There are now 19 man-made fibers with a total of 161 
trade names. Those are just the fibers themselves, be-
fore the fabric makers start combining them with one 
another or with natural fibers. Add varying knitting 
and looming processes, different methods of dyeing, 
printing, and finishing, and it is estimated that there 
may be ten million kinds of fabric on the market today 
(23, p. 46). 
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Fibers are classified into generic groups. Each generic group 
contains fibers which are significantly different from those in other 
groups in chemical composition as well as in properties such as the 
ability to hold a press, launderability and serviceability (35). Ge-
neric names are established by the Federal Trade Commission, and a new 
generic classification, Novoloid, became effective in February, 1974 
(19), illustrating the changing character of the textiles field. The 
performance and care required by a fabric are determined by a number 
of factors, namely the fiber content, the yarn structure, the method 
of construction, and the fabric finish (31). 
With such a wide variety of products on the market, each having 
different care performance characteristics, it is "almost impossible 
for consumers to be informed about any one product, much less the en-
tire range of products" (10, p. 23885). Trade names and generic names 
are not especially meaningful to consumers unless "they are accompa-
nied by specific instructions as to how the garment can be properly 
cleaned and laundered" (35, p. 6). Therefore, many consumers have 
based their care knowledge on trial and error experiences with similar 
garments and mistakes are common occurrences (10). One of the most 
frequent reasons for the return of unsatisfactory merchandise to 
stores is damage resulting from washing or ironing by methods too 
severe for some fiber in the fabric (50). 
The need for clear, concise labels indicating proper handling 
instructions for garments was recognized by the Federal Trade Commis-
sion (FTC) in December 1971. A trade regulation rule was issued, ef-
fective July 1972, requiring that articles of wearing apparel have 
permanent labels clearly stating instructions for care and maintenance. 
Piece goods sold for the purpose of making wearing apparel must also 
be accompanied by care labels. 
The FTC justified its care labeling rule by saying that 
because of the wide variety of textiles used in today's 
apparel, the consumer needs to be given proper care and 
maintenance procedures to avoid damaging the product 
through improper care; to choose the care that will give 
the best overall performance; and to be able to select 
apparel for purchase on the basis of inexpensive, yet 
effective care (3, p. 171). 
Most women are pleased with the idea of care labels, but through 
experience have found some of them to be too brief to be entirely 
helpful. A man's shirt, for example, might be labeled "Machine Wash 
Warm" with no further information. Can it be bleached? Can it be 
dryer-dried? The basic wording used on labels is suggested in guide-
lines drawn up by clothing industry associations, but every manufac-
turer is free to choose the amount of information to be included on a 
specific label. Certain laundry practices are assumed to be common 
knowledge and are not included in the directions. The definitions of 
frequently used terms such as "Machine Wash," "Hand Wash," and "Chlo-
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rine Bleach" are also assumed to be generally known. White of Cornell 
University summarized the situation, 
we have a real problem in preventing the consumer from 
being confused further by care labels which are ambiguous, 
or which vary in terminology from one manufacturer to the 
next. If the instructions aren't consistent and clear, 
they will be ignored. Moreover, care labeling could be 
a farce, so much wasted motion, unless we are sure that 
the consumer can use care labeling instructions effec-
tively (63, p. 28). 
Statement of the Problem 
Due to the increasing number of fiber and fabric choices available, 
the average consumer today may not have enough knowledge of modern 
textiles to be certain of using the correct care procedures for his 
clothing. Recognizing this problem, the Federal Trade Commission has 
ruled that textile garments must have permanently affixed labels pro-
viding specific care instructions. However, if the consumer does not 
use these labels, or if he cannot understand them, their purpose will 
be defeated. Therefore, the problem of this study is the unknown de-
gree of usefulness of instructions provided on care labels which are 
permanently attached to ready-made garments. 
Objectives of the Study 
In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following 
objectives were formulated: 
1. To survey and review literature related to laundry practices 
and textile labeling. 
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2. To determine the extent that homemakers are influenced by the 
information on permanent care labels: 
a. when purchasing ready-made garments 
b. when selecting care procedures for ready-made garments. 
3. To determine how formal education, laundry experience and to-
tal family income affect one's ability to interpret and apply 
the information given on permanent care labels. 
Hypotheses of the Study 
The general hypotheses tested were: 
1. Educational level is positively related to a homemaker's 
ability to make correct garment care choices. 
2. Laundry experience is positively related to a homemaker's 
ability to make correct garment care choices. 
3. Total family income is positively related to a homemaker's 
ability to make correct garment care choices. 
4. The presence of a permanent care label is positively related 
to a homemaker's ability to make correct garment care 
choices. 
Limitations of the Study 
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This study was limited to a non-random sample of homemakers at-
tending the February, March and April 1974 meetings of selected commu-
nity groups in the vicinity of Stillwater, Oklahoma. Although an 
attempt was made to select permanent care labels varied in information 
content and representing a variety of kinds of garments, the number of 
labels used in the study was limited to five and all possible care and 
maintenance situations were not represented. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Automatic dryer--an appliance providing a mechanical means of 
drying fabrics by evaporation using a combination of heat, air flow 
and tumbling (41). 
2. Automatic washer--a power driven machine for washing fabrics that 
fills with water at a selected temperature, washes, rinses, extracts 
water and stops--all after one setting of the controls without further 
attention by the operator (2). 
3. Bleach--a laundry product used in the wash water for more effective 
soil and stain removal, to whiten fabrics and to remove color from some 
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soils and stains (41). Two types of bleach are used in home laundry 
procedures: 
A. Chlorine bleach--a liquid or dry chemical product containing 
active chlorine, usually used in the washing solution in ad-
dition to detergent or soap to aid in soil and stain removal. 
Chlorine bleach should not be used on wool, silk, some span-
dex fibers, non-bleachfast colors, or fabrics having chlorine 
retentive resin finishes. Liquid chlorine bleaches are al-
ways solutions of sodium hypochlorite. The active ingredient 
I 
in dry chlorine bleach is potassium dichloro-s-triozinetroine. 
B. Oxygen bleach--a dry or liquid chemical product which re-
leases oxygen rather than chlorine when added to water. Be-
cause the action is milder, oxygen-based bleaches can be used 
safely on a wider range of fabrics but they do not have the 
stain removal or whitening ability of chlorine bleaches. The 
bleaching agent that supplies the active oxygen may be sodium 
perborate, hydrogen peroxide or potassium monopersulfate. 
4. Coin-operated dry cleaner--a self-service coin machine which uses 
a perchlorethylene solvent to remove stains and soil from garments. 
The cycle length is pre-set for approximately one hour. 
5. Combination washer-dryer--a power driven machine for both washing 
and drying fabrics that combines the functions of an automatic washer 
and dryer in a continuous operation with one setting of the controls. 
This appliance can be operated as a washer only or as a dryer only (2). 
6. Cycle--a sequence of operations of an automatic washer or automat-
ic dryer which. performs a complete home laundry function ending with 
machine shut-off (2). 
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A. Dryer cycle--a sequence of operations determined by the set-
ting of controls, combining amount of heat, length of operat-
ing period, and length of cool down period when used (2). 
(1) Permanent press cycle--a setting for drying permanent 
press and other easy-care fabrics. In addition to 
evaporating moisture, this setting provides a specific 
level of he.at to relax the wear wrinkles from thermo-
plastic fibers, and a cool down period. 
(2) Regular cycle--a pre-determined heat setting suitable 
for most machine dryable fabrics except permanent press. 
Also called "normal." 
B. Washer cycle--a sequence of operations combining the water 
temperatures, agitation speed, spin speed, and elapsed time 
determined by the setting of the controls (2). 
(1) Delicate cycle--a wash period designed for sheer fab-
rics, lace trimmed garments, knits and others of deli-
cate construction. Gentle action may be achieved by a 
shortened wash period, slow agitation and spin speeds, 
or alternate agitation and soak periods. 
(2) Permanent press cycle--a cycle which has a cool down 
procedure immediately following the wash period to mini-
mize the formation of wrinkles. The final spin-drain 
segment is shortened to reduce wrinkling. 
(3) Regular cycle--a cycle designed for sturdy fabrics which 
do not have permanent press characteristics. It common-
ly offers a choice of a full or partial fill of hot, 
warm or cold water; an agitation wash period at normal 
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speed that can be regulated in length; a deep rinse and 
a spin at normal spee~. 
7. Permanent Care Labeling Rule--a ruling of the Federal Trade Com-
mission which became effective July 3, 1972, requiring all articles of 
clothing as well as apparel fabrics for home sewing to have appropri-
ate care instructions which remain legible and affixed to the product 
for its useful life. 
8. Permanent press--a finish applied to garments so that they require 
little or no ironing after laundering. 
9. Professional dry cleaner--a person trained in clothing care proce-
dures who works in a business where stains and soil are removed from 
garments brought in by customers. One or more of three solvents may 
be used to dry-clean fabrics: petroleum, perchlorethylene, and fluo-
rocarbon. 
Method of Procedure 
The researcher employed the following procedure to achieve the 
stated objectives of this study: 
First, a review of literature was made concerning laundry prac-
tices and textile labeling to identify common laudfn_::~ "pfofrbams' the 
uses made of labels by consumers, and the provisions and applications 
. 
of the Permanent Care Labeling Rule. Research studies dealing with 
the ability to understand and interpret information were also surveyed. 
Secondly, the instrument was developed to determine: (1) the 
personal background of respondents that provided the variables of edu-
cational level, laundry experience and income; (2) the extent perma-
nent care labels are considered in the purchase of ready-made garments; 
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(3) the extent permanent care labels are consulted before refurbishing 
garments; and (4) homemakers' interpretations and applications of per-
manent care information to care and maintenance situations. 
Thirdly, the instrument was administered to selected groups of 
homemakers and the data obtained were compiled and analyzed. Recom-
mendations were made concerning ways of reaching consumers with garment 
care information and suggestions were made for improving permanent care 
labels to increase their usefulness. 
Summary 
This chapter has presented the significance of the problem, a 
statement of the problem, objectives of the study, limitations of the 
study, definition of terms, and method of procedure. Chapter II will 
present a review of literature used as a basis for the development of 
the questionnaire. The method and design of the study will be ex-, 
plained in Chapter III and an analysis of the data will be presented 
in Chapter IV. The summary, conclusions and recommendations will be 
found ·in Chapter V. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Through centuries of experience with fabrics woven of natural fi-
bers such as cotton, silk, wool and flax, man learned about the proper 
cleaning techniques for these fabrics. However, fabric selection is 
no longer limited to such simple choices. With the development of 
man-made fibers, fiber blends, new methods of fabric construction and 
new finishing processes, decision-making about the purchase and care 
of textile products has become more complicated. Numerous educational 
and legislative efforts over the years have attempted to alleviate the 
consumer's confusion. 
The revival of interest since the 1960s in the concept of con-
sumerism has focused attention on the four basic consumer rights as 
expressed by President Kennedy in his 1962 consumer message to Con-
gress: the right to be heard, the right to safety, the right to 
choose and the right to be informed. Awareness of the right to infor-
mation is increasingly being reflected in executive, judicial, legis-
lative and regulative bodies at local, state and national levels. It 
is easy to express the belief that the consumer has a right to be in-
formed, but "How to conceptualize the idea of adequate information so 
as to develop criteria for action directed to insuring that the con-
sumer does have adequate information, in fact, is not exactly clear" 
(34, p. 96). Howard (34) proposes that adequate consumer information 
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should be truthful, intelligible, relevant and complete. When the 
customer has enough information, he has confidence in judging the 
characteristics and qualities of goods and services and in making a 
choice which meets his individual needs. 
The value of information is a function of the expected 
opportunity loss (probability and cost) of suboptimal 
choices. If we accept the idea that 'optimality' 
exists in the eye of the beholder, the ultimate judge 
of the value of information is the consumer (48, 
p. 101). 
In 1972 the Federal Trade Commission provided consumers with a 
new source of information for purchasing clothing when it issued the 
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Permanent Care Labeling Rule. Designed to help consumers first at the 
point of sale and secondly when the garment requires refurbishing as 
part of the family wardrobe, the Rule requires that labels giving care 
and maintenance instructions be permanently attached to most garments 
and also provided with piece goods intended to be made into wearing 
apparel. However, for care labeling to be effective, consumers as 
well as dry cleaners and commerical laundries need to be able to un-
derstand and follow the directions supplied. 
Recent Labeling Efforts 
Until enactment of the Permanent Care Labeling Rule in 1972, only 
four legislative attempts had been made by Congress since 1940 to pro-
vide consumers with textile information to improve their decision-
making process in the marketplace. The first legislation requiring 
fiber identification was the Wool Products Labeling Act which became 
effective in 1941. The purpose of this Act was "to protect producers, 
manufacturers, distributors, and customers from the unrevealed presence 
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of substitutes and mixtures in spun, woven, knitted, felted, or other-
wise manufactured wool products" (44, p. 2). Products containing 
wool, except upholstery and floor coverings, are required to bear a 
label indicating the percentages and the generic names of all fibers 
present comprising five percent or more of the total. If less than 
five percent of a fiber is present and it has functional significance, 
it may be disclosed. The term "wool" refers to new wool or wool fi-
bers reclaimed from knit scraps, broken threads and noils (short fi-
bers combed out in the making of worsted yarns) (31). Wool recovered 
from mill remnants must be labeled "reprocessed" while wool reclaimed 
from discarded apparel must be labeled as "reused wool." 
The Fur Products Labeling Act, which became effective in 1952, 
provided protection for fur purchasers. Fur labels are required to 
disclose these facts: the English name of the animal producing the 
fur; the country of origin; whether the fur is bleached, dyed, or 
artificially colored; whether it is composed of scrap pieces or waste 
fur; and the name or identification number of the manufacturer or dis-
tributor (44). These labels have helped to eliminate the racket of 
giving inexpensive furs impressive names in order to sell them at high 
prices. 
In response to injuries resulting from women's "torch sweaters" 
and boys' cowboy chaps which flash burned, Congress passed the Flamma-
ble Fabrics Act in 1953. Apparel made of highly flammable fabrics was 
prohibited from being imported or sold in interstate commerce. The 
Act was amended in 1967 to cover all textile products, including inte~ 
rior furnishings. More significant was the establishment of proce-
dures for authorizing the Secretary of Commerce to set additional 
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flanunability standards "when it was found necessary to protect the 
public from 'unreasonable risk' of 1fire leading to death, personal in-
jury, or significant property damage" (64, p. 9). The need for stan-
dards was to be based on research studies. In 1973 the standard 
setting procedures were shifted to the new Consumer Products Safety 
Commission. 
As the number of fibers grew and as each fiber family expanded, 
the number of different names on labels caused the consumer to become 
very confused (31). The Textile Fiber Products Identification Act 
(TFPIA) became effective in 1960 in an effort to make it easier for 
the consumer to know what kind of fabric he is buying and to enable 
him to evaluate its advantages and disadvantages for the use he in-
tends to make of it. Under this Act all textile products must carry a 
label stating the percentage of each fiber listed in order of predomi-
nance. Fibers representing less than five percent cannot be named un-
less they have some constructive value. The name of the manufacturer 
or distributor or his registered trade number must be listed. Also, 
when trademarks and trade names are used on labels, the generic name 
must appear in immediate conjunction with the trademark the first time 
it is used and must be in lettering of equal size and conspicuousness 
(31). 
Representatives from the textile industry questioned the effec-
tiveness of the TFPIA as early as 1958, when it was enacted, stating 
that care and performance information would be much more helpful to 
the consumer than fiber content. It was emphasized that the American 
housewife would be grateful for performance labeling that "would tell 
her how the textiles she bought would react to water or an iron at 100 
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degrees or 200, or 500 degrees, whether the color would survive con-
tact with soap and sun" (50, p. 32). 
Some retailers said rather thah protect the public, the new law 
would compound confusion about the various types of fabrics. One re-
tailer complained, "It's like warning the consumer--but in Chinese" 
(9, p. 84). As consumers had experience with the new law, the critics 
were proven correct. The majority of consumers did not learn the pro-
per family (generic) names of the man-made fibers, and as a result, 
were unable to evaluate fabric characteristics any better than before 
the law was passed. 
Many truthful labels convey no meaning to shoppers 
simply because the shoppers don't understand what 
the label says. Their education in man-made tex-
tiles consists almost entirely of well advertised 
private trademarks or trade names, such as Dacron 
(Dupont's polyester fiber) and Acrilan (Chemstrand's 
acrylic fiber) (44, p. 4). 
Legislating truthful labels is therefore not the solution to con-
sumer textile problems. Another complication of the Textile Fibers 
Products Identification Act was that the labels were not required to 
be permanently attached to textile products. Much of the information 
provided on tags and packages was thrown away before the product was 
used. The February, 1968 issue of Consumer Reports (65) described the 
housewife's washday dilemma: 
You must be, among other things, a meticulous 
file clerk. The special washing or dry cleaning in-
structions on many articles of apparel, linen and so 
on must be carefully saved. Each tag or label must 
be annotated so that you will know weeks or months 
later which article it was originally attached to. 
On washday each item in the wash must be reassociated 
with its instructions which must be read, obeyed and 
refiled. All this assumes that the manufacturer has 
provided understandable instructions. 
The alternative is to do what most women do: Play 
Russian roulette, with the life of each textile posses-
sion as the stakes (p. 66). 
Performance Standards 
Performance has long been important to consumers. They expect 
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colors to be fast, knits not to shrink excessively, wearing life to be 
satisfactory, and so on. A 1927 Journal of Home Economics article 
stated concern about the sale of misbranded articles and a desire for 
guarantees of fabric quality (5). 
Burston (8) expresses the idea that necessity is the mother of 
standards. An outstanding example of fabric performance standards 
arising from need is the American Standard Performance Requirements 
for Textile Products L-22 developed by the American Standards Associ-
ation (now the United States of America Standards Institute). The 
L-22 Standards were instituted in 1949 to meet the need for perfor-
mance standards for rayon and acetate fabrics which were acquiring a 
bad reputation in the 1940s because many poor quality rayons and ace-
tates were being manufactured. 
Today the L-22 Standards are a collection of sixty-seven volun-
tary minimum performance requirements for fabrics designed for end 
uses in clothing and household textiles. They do not prescribe style, 
finish, or other manufacturing details of an article. Rather, they 
cover such characteristics as strength, dimensional stability, color 
fastness, finish retention, odor, delamination, durable press and 
stretch properties (4). Now under the sponsorship of The Fashion In-
stitute of Technology, the L-22 Standards will be revised every five 
years to keep them up to date (31). 
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Standards are set by many organizations. A fiber manufacturer 
may not allow the use of his trademark unless certain criteria are 
met; a chemical manufacturer may not allow his trademark to be used 
unless the garment has certain properties, such as water repellency, 
that are up to his standards; and merchandising firms and testing 
laboratories also have symbols of endorsement. All of these standards 
are defined as performance by a certain test method (59). 
Galbraith (25) reports that performance characteristics often 
mentioned as important in women's dresses include ability to hold 
shape, wrinkle resistance and color fastness. However, when asked 
what characteristics influence their purchase of a dress, women listed 
color, appearance of weave, and feel on the skin. Galbraith proposes 
that the discrepancy between the two answers results from the women's 
belief that performance characteristics such as color fastness, abili-
ty to hold shape and shrink resistance are standardized by the manu-
facturer. Therefore, they do not consider them carefully at the time 
of purchase. 
Performance standards have been used widely by manufacturers in 
checking textile quality, but not extensively in labeling textile pro-
ducts. Consequently, consumers are not familiar with them (68). 
"Standardization is centered largely on the work of individual techni-
cal committees and organizations. Fractional effort has resulted in 
chaos and confusion on the part of the public" (56, p. 174). 
Care Labeling Systems 
In an effort to meet the need for fabric care information, the 
National Retail Merchants Association proposed a Sure Care Symbol plan 
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in the 1950s. The labels used pictorial symbols to describe launder-
ing and dry cleaning procedures and were to be permanently affixed to 
textile products (22). Although attempts were made to educate consu-
mers about their meaning, the symbols were not always simple and clear 
and therefore they did not receive wide acceptance (68). 
In January 1966 Mrs. Esther Peterson, special assistant to the 
President for consumer affairs, appointed a 36-member Industry Adviso-
ry Committee on Textile Information regarding the care labeling of 
textile items. The Committee was composed of representatives of fi-
ber, fabric and apparel manufacturers, retailers, dry cleaners and 
launders. The report and recommendations of this Committee were pub-
lished in 1967 as A Voluntary Guide for Improved and Permanent Care 
Labeling of Consumer Textile Products. The report emphasized that 
many items have well-known care requirements and need no special at-
tention, such as white cotton, plain-finish towels, sheets, underwear 
and socks; and men's or women's wool suits and overcoats (24). It was 
agreed that care instructions should be permanently attached where 
special handling is necessary to preserve the usefulness of the arti-
cle or where there is some doubt about proper care procedure. The 
Committee felt that a glossary of simple care terms would be more use-
ful than a system of symbols and they published a Glossary of Terms 
for Care Labeling for Textile Wearing Apparel which was to be used as 
a guide for permanent care labeling for all who wished to apply it 
(66). 
Industry trade associations, such as the American Apparel Manu-
facturers Association, urged their members to adopt the plan, but par-
ticipation was strictly voluntary. The Glossary was criticized for 
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being too complex, since it listed 28 different phrases for washing 
methods, for example, and 18 others for drying (3). Some manufactur-
ers complied with the permanent care labeling system, particularly the 
large mail order catalog firms, but others declined, unwilling to take 
on the added trouble and expense of attaching the labels. 
The Permanent Care Labeling Rule 
Background 
The voluntary actions by business and industry did not satisfy 
the Federal Trade Connnission, which published in the Federal Register 
on November 4, 1969, a proposed trade regulation for care labeling of 
textile products (21). Two hearings were held in January and March, 
1970, and opinions were invited. 
Those opposed to the proposed regulation said that consumers 
already know how to care for textile products, that textiles not re-
quiring special care do not need a label, and that permanent labels 
would increase the cost of articles, thus inhibiting the sale of low-
priced clothing. Some manufacturers said they didn't know the care 
requirements of clothing they produced and did not want to assume re-
sponsibility for them. Others argued that lack of uniform standards 
made such labeling unfeasible (3, 10). 
Interest in the care labeling issue was high. The FTC received 
over 750 letters from individuals and over 225 statements and letters 
from the textile industry, trade associations, consumer groups and 
other interested persons and organizations. Forty-six witnesses pre-
sented their views at the hearings. All but 36 letters from 
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individuals approved a care labeling program. The Neighborhood 
Cleaners Association, representing dry cleaners in New York, New Jer-
sey and Connecticut, submitted a petition signed by about 47,000 con-
sumers in favor of care labeling (10). 
Supporters of permanent care labeling testified that it is diffi-
cult for even trained persons to identify fibers and predict garment 
performance. They emphasized that a substantial amount of garment 
damage results from incorrect care procedures and leads consumers to 
suffer financial losses. 
Two opinion surveys were conducted especially for this rulemaking 
proceeding. In a study performed by George Washington University Law 
Center, 169 out of 170 responses approved the concept of care label-
ing. There was an indication in 120 of the responses that the consu-
mer had actually had a garment damaged due to improper care. A second 
survey done by a consumer organization found 29 out of 38 respondents 
strongly favored care labeling. The results of other studies were re-
ported by university and business representatives. The three most 
frequent kinds of damage found resulting from improper care were 
shrinkage, running colors, and ruining the material by heat (10). 
Considering the testimony presented, the Federal Trade Commission 
concluded that, due to the wide variety of textiles used in apparel, 
consumers must be informed of proper care and maintenance procedures 
in order 
(1) to avoid possible damage to the product through im-
proper care; (2) to use the care procedure which will give 
the best overall performance; and (3) to be able to select 
apparel on the basis that it can be cared for inexpensively 
yet effectively (10, p. 23889). 
Therefore, the Federal Trade Commission issued a Trade Regulation Rule 
on permanent care labeling December 10, 1971 which became effective 
July 3, 1972. 
Rule Regulations 
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The Rule requires that most domestic and imported apparel and 
home sewing fabrics manufactured after July 3, 1972 have a permanent 
label giving care and maintenance directions. The care instructions 
must (1) inform the purchaser of regular care and maintenance proce-
dures, (2) warn the purchaser of care methods normally applicable to 
similar articles that should not be used, (3) remain legible for the 
garment's useful life, and (4) be readily accessible to the user (24). 
Woven or printed labels may be sewn, glued, or fused onto the product. 
Care instructions may even be ~rinted on the garment itself, as in 
men's shirts. 
Nine different sets of care instructions have been devised by the 
Textile Distributors Association for home sewing fabrics. The appro-
priate care instructions are printed on the bolt end with a code num-
ber signifying the care technique. The sales clerk is to check the 
code number and give the consumer a corresponding label to sew into 
the finished garment (26). 
Exemptions 
Textile products which do not require routine cleaning and hats, 
gloves and footwear are exempt from the regulation. There are two 
possible exemptions which will be granted on petition to the FTC, one 
for apparel whose utility or appearance would be substantially im-
paired by a permanently attached label, and another for articles to 
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be sold for less than $3.00 and which are washable under all reason-
ably foreseeable circumstances (10). The FTC has interpreted the 
washable requirement to mean that the consumer can wash the garment in 
a machine at a hot water setting, use a hot dryer setting, and use 
chlorine bleach on white items (53). 
Label Placement 
The instructions are to be available to the buyer at the point of 
sale so that he can do comparison shopping. Therefore, if the label 
is hidden in a package, the instructions must also be on the package 
itself or on a package insert. Multi-piece items which are never sold 
separately and which all have the same care characteristics do not 
need to be labeled. individually. The care label does not have to be 
attached to the garment in any specified place, but must be easy to 
find and read. It is also acceptable for care information to be in-
corporated into another label, such as one giving the brand name or 
fiber content. 
Label Terminology 
The FTC was deliberately vague in specifying requirements for 
care instructions in the hope that industry itself would develop a 
guide (53), but it is a difficult problem to determine adequate and 
correct care instructions. 
Today there are no standards against which to measure 
the change which 'care and maintenance' will cause in 
a garment. Since every refurbishing will cause some 
damage, it is even more difficult to specify how much 
change will cause the garment to be unsatisfactory 
from the consumer's point of view (54, p. 2). 
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In an attempt to comply with the Rule, the National Retail Mer-
chants Association got together a group representing all phases of the 
textiles industry, including trade associations, and developed an in-
dustry guide which would be usable by manufacturers and others apply~ 
ing the information on care labeling (53). The Guide for Permanent 
Care Labeling outlines the fourteen most commonly used labels and 
other terms which may be combined with any basic label when appropri-
ate. In addition, the Consumer Affairs Committee of the American Ap-
parel Manufacturers Association (AAMA) has published a simplified one 
page Consumer Care Guide for Apparel which defines label terms and is 
intended to help consumers understand the brief instructions found on 
permanent care labels. The AAMA, the National Retail Merchants Asso-
ciation, and the American Retail Federation are encouraging apparel 
manufacturers to use the. fourteen basic labels wherever possible so 
that consumers become familiar with standard care directions (54). 
Besides stating appropriate care procedures the label must also 
indicate procedures which will damage the garment. For example, a la-
bel might state: "Machine wash warm. Line dry. Do not dry clean." 
However, if a positive statement is used such as "Hand wash only," it 
is not necessary to include negative instructions. The label gives 
the widest latitude of safety in its wording, and the consumer can use 
any gentler methods than those given. If a label says "Machine wash," 
the garment will not be harmed by hand washing; if hot water is recom-
mended, warm or cold can be used. The principle of exception labeling 
is employed. This means that if there are no specified "don'ts," any 
method can be used. A garment with a label which reads only "Machine 
wash warm," for example, cannot be washed in hot water, but will not 
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be harmed by warm or cold water. Since there are no other precautions, 
the garment can be bleached and dried in any manner. It can also be 
ironed or pressed, commercially laundered or dry-cleaned (33). Under 
the Rule, white fabrics are considered chlorine bleachable unless 
otherwise indicated. However, since the FTC does not consider it nor-
mal care to use chlorine bleach on colored items, it is not necessary 
to warn against bleaching colored garments (53). 
The FTC recognizes that there are two kinds of garment care and 
maintenance: regular care required in the general use of the product, 
and spot care required for the removal of anything accidentally 
spilled on it. Regular care and maintenance instructions are intended 
for the consequences of normal and expected wear. Because particles 
of dust, grime, and soot adhere to different parts of the garment, the 
care instructions must relate to the whole garment. The Rule is de-
signed to help consumers with this regular type of care. 
When a foreign substance is spilled on a garment, the care re-
quired is usually very specific and suitable only for removing that 
particular substance. The procedure is also usually applied only to 
the stained area. The FTC decided that it was unreasonable to require 
a manufacturer to anticipate all substances which could be spilled on 
his product and prescribe spot care procedures. Therefore, spot care 
instructions are not included under the Rule. The consumer must rely 
on fiber content information provided by the Textile Products Fiber 
Identification Act to decide on adequate, safe spot removal techniques 
or leave the problem up to a professional dry cleaner. 
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Cost of Implementing the Rule 
Costs of fulfilling Rule requirements involve more than the pur-
chase price of the labels, although the cost of the labels themselves 
varies according to how they are made, their size, color and quantity 
in which they are bought (54). There is also the labor required to 
attach the label and the cost of testing apparel and evaluating the 
accuracy of care instructions. Some observers feel that a further, 
indirect cost may ultimately be the most expensive of all. Daniel 
Powderly (26), chairman of the Consumer Affairs Committee of the Ameri-
can Apparel Manufacturers Association, explained it this way: 
When care instructions are affixed to a garment, the 
manufacturer is giving an implied warranty that the 
care instructions will not substantially diminish the 
ordinary use and enjoyment of the article. This is 
equally true of the hang tags which are used today. 
The difference is going to lie in the permanency of 
the information and the increased militancy of the 
consumer in seeking redress when she believes she 
has been wronged (p. 44). 
Before the Rule became effective~ cost estimates ranged from one-half 
of one percent on higher priced garments to eight percent on lower 
priced ones (10). 
Testing and Evaluation 
The FTC placed responsibility for compliance with the Rule on the 
manufacturer of the finished article because he controls the factors 
that determine care performance: the fabric components, accessories, 
and final manufacturing process used. In specific cases this respon-
sibility may be shifted to others who have controlled manufacture of 
the finished product (10). 
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For the manufacturer to be sure of the performance of the finished 
garment, he must pretest by cleaning at least one of every item in his 
production line. Such evaluation requires a standard testing method 
and criteria against which satisfactory and unsatisfactory performance 
can be measured (54). 
In 1972 the Council on Technology of the American Association for 
Textile Technology, Inc. published~ Guide for Garment Evaluation 
which offers one way to evaluate garment performance so that results 
will be consistent with retail and consumer requirements. The Guide 
consists of three parts: part one contains procedures for evaluating 
dimensional stability of fabric and sewing techniques; part two con-
tains the essential standards and procedures of a garment evaluation 
program; and part three contains supplementary tests which could be 
conducted only by a fully equipped testing laboratory (1). Testing 
methods developed by the American Association of Textile Chemists and 
Colorists, the American Society of Testing and Materials, and the 
L-22--1968 standards are used in the Guide. The Apparel Performance 
Level Standards Committee of the AAMA is working on a more detailed 
and thorough document, but manufacturers are encouraged to use this 
Guide for the present. 
Enforcement of the Rule 
The FTC checks on Rule compliance through field offices and 
through complaints. The Rule states that care instructions should be 
clear, but says nothing about the fact that they should be accurate. 
One of the reasons for this is that the FTC does not have the facili-
ties to test all of the garments to determine whether the instructions 
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are accurate (53). The greatest problem is the omission of labels, 
but in some cases where care labeling is inadequate, the FTC asks for 
proof of performance in the form of a laboratory analysis (29). When 
manufacturers do not comply, the emphasis is on corrective rather than 
punitive action. If cooperation is not achieved, the FTC finally can 
take the case to court where a judge determines the requirements of 
the Rule and the penalties involved (53). In 1973 the FTC consumer 
protection staff estimated that industry compliance with the Rule was 
over 90 percent (29). 
Problems with the Rule 
It has been suggested that it will take about five years for most 
of the problems to be worked out of the Care Labeling Rule (16). Con-
sumers have found some labels too brief to be helpful. The major rea-
son for this is that most labels are not large enough to give detailed 
instructions. Some manufacturers have not had the facilities or the 
time to pretest every garment they produce and solve the problem with 
overly brief directions. Others, aware that the manufacturer is liable 
for damaged garments, have practiced low labeling, recommending, for 
example, that a garment be dry-cleaned when it is actually washable 
(26). 
The FTC assumes that any machine washable item is also dry-cleaned 
unless otherwise labeled, because many consumers regard dry cleaning as 
the safest method of refurbishment (53). The International Fabricare 
Institute maintains that this practice limits consumer choice because 
purchasers will not be aware that they have the alternative of dry 
cleaning the article (18). In this area, as in other instances of 
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exception labeling, consumers must be taught to understand not only 
what the label states, but to be aware of the meaning of excluded in-
structions. The assumptions that white items can be chlorine bleached 
but colored items cannot must also be conveyed to consumers. 
In a press conference on permanent care labeling the FTC gave 
several examples of acceptable labels. One read, "Dry clean only; do 
not use petroleum solvents or the coin-operated method of dry-cleaning" 
(15, p. 3). There are three solvents used to dry-clean fabrics, all 
with a petroleum base. It is impossible to follow these instructions 
and the FTC later said it meant to say chlorinated rather than petro-
leum solvents (53) but this label appeared on many articles, indicat-
ing some garment makers were using it without testing the fabric for 
washability or dry-cleanability (40). Another confusing label brought 
to the attention of the International Fabricare Institute read, "Do 
not wash. Dry clean. Use a non-solvent based cleaning fluid" (14, 
p. 3). All cleaning fluids now used are solvent based, therefore 
this label does not give valid information. One manufacturer attempted 
to relieve himself of responsibility by using this label: "We cannot 
guarantee the washability or cleanability of any garment" (20, p. 56). 
Over 180 different versions of care labels are manufactured by one of 
the country's largest label makers, indicating that the consumer's 
choice is not yet simple (20). 
Realizing that the Rule would require further clarification after 
consumers had experience with the labels, the FTC planned to review it 
eighteen months after its effective date (54). On April 2, 1974 writ-
ten comments on the Rule were invited by the FTC to assist it in mea-
suring the Rule's adequacy. The Commission was interested in obtaining 
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information on topics such as compliance with the Rule, its interpre-
tation and enforcement, possible expansion of its coverage, uniform 
criteria for terms used in care instructions, and the necessity for 
changes to make the Rule more specific and thus more responsive to 
consumers' needs. 
The Interpretation of Information 
Although no research studies were located specifically investi-
gating homemakers' interpretations of permanent care labels after the 
Permanent Care Labeling Rule became effective, several concerned with 
interpretation of information and with consumer knowledge and use of 
textile labeling were reviewed. 
Experts rely on consumers' understanding of terminology when 
communicating with them. It has been suggested that "such experts may 
be overestimating the ability of the words they use to stimulate images 
in the minds of consumers" (6 7·, p. 33). To determine consumers' under-
standing of textile terminology, Wauer (67) asked 16 members of the 
textiles and clothing faculty at Iowa State University and 30 mothers 
to describe 12 fabrics, all of which might be used for girls' winter 
school skirts. Consumers' descriptions of weave or method of construc-
tion, fiber content, fabric name and weight were consistently different 
from those of the home economists, indicating that consumers and home 
economists might have trouble understanding each other when they tried 
to communicate about fabrics. 
Burley (7) asked a group of equipment home economists to answer 
questions about a particular automatic washer instruction book as they 
thought consumers would respond to them. When the responses of the 
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home economists and consumers were compared, the home economists' as-
sumed perceptions were significantly different from the consumers' ac-
I 
tual perceptions regarding the operating instruction book. 
A third study exploring consumers' understanding of information 
was done by Yard (69) and concerned 100 Wisconsin home economists' 
predictions of 400 Milwaukee homemakers' understanding of 18 home 
economics terms used in extension news releases issued from the De-
partment of Agricultural Journalism at the University of Wisconsin. 
The results showed that home economists consistently underestimated 
the homemakers' actual understanding of the home economics terms. 
However, only slightly more than half of the terms tested were under-
stood by 50 percent of the homemakers, suggesting that the level of 
understanding of home economics terminology by the public may be less 
than is desirable for significant communication. 
Each of these studies illustrates the difficulties professionals 
have in predicting how consumers will interpret information. Other 
researchers have concentrated on determining what information consum-
ers want on garment labels and how they make use of the information 
provided. 
Consumer Use of Labels 
King (39) sampled the mothers of seventh grade girls enrolled in 
home economics classes. Every respondent of the sample of 105 said 
she read labels on garments or household textile items she bought, and 
all said they looked for washing and cleaning instructions on those 
labels. Only about 65 percent saved removable labels from purchased 
items, so it would appear that although the homemakers were label 
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conscious, any necessary care information must be committed to memory 
or left to chance if labels are not1 preserved for future reference. 
Less than one-third of the, respondents had problems with new fibers 
and fabrics, but 55 percent mentioned that "new things had resulted in 
some unfortunate experiences" (p. 60). 
Drake and Grimes (17) interviewed 992 randomly selected urban 
Texas women and found that over half of them usually looked for labels 
when purchasing dresses while only one-fifth paid little or no atten-
tion to labels. No distinction was made in the questionnaire between 
sewn-in labels and hangtags. The proportion of women looking for or 
asking for labels increased as the educational level rose. Women in 
the youngest (under 30) and the oldest (over 50) age groups looked 
for labels less often than those in the intermediate groups. When 
asked what label information they considered most helpful, 82 percent 
were concerned with care information stating whether a garment should 
be washed or dry-cleaned. Other information used most frequently were 
washing instructions (67 percent), fiber content (44 percent), brand 
(22 percent), shrinkage (20 percent), size (17 percent) and colorfast-
. ness (16 percent). An important finding of this study was that women 
were encountering problems understanding the content of labels. 
Eighty-nine percent preferred to get information at the time of pur-
chase either from the label only (49 percent) or from both the label 
and a salesperson (40 percent). Consumers depending entirely on the 
salesperson (11 percent) rarely or never looked for labels. Those 
with less than a high school education depended on salespersons more 
frequently than did respondents with more education. 
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The researchers also interviewed retail store managers and dress 
manufacturers about reasons for consumer complaints. Iron tempera-
tures that were too hot and improper use of bleach were mentioned as 
the leading causes of fabric damage leading to returns. Lack of care 
information is one reason for improper laundry procedures. 
A 1962 Good Housekeeping survey of 1,963 magazine readers showed 
that one woman out of three usually did not find all of the informa-
tion she needed on clothing labels and tags (41). Of those sampled, 
91 percent indicated that they read clothing labels when shopping, and 
many expressed a desire for sewn-in tags which would not get lost or 
separated from the garment. 
While interviewing consumers in 1968 concerning labeling prefer-
ences for ladies' slacks, Hardin (30) found that 64 out of the sample 
of 100 responded that care instructions were more important on a label 
and 36 said that fiber content was more important. The majority also 
preferred a sewn-in cloth tag to a hangtag and wanted the information 
all on one label. Hardin suggested that although consumers may indi-
cate certain preferences in labeling, their actual use may not be con-
sistent with their preferences. Some shoppers said they wanted an 
informative label, but when asked to choose between two labels which 
one they preferred, actually selected one on the basis of color or 
size. 
Honchul (32) found in a sample of 300 randomly selected shoppers 
that men were more apt than women to never observe care labels when 
purchasing garments. Of those individuals who stated they always 
looked for a label, the majority were 21 to 30 years old but the ma-
jority of respondents w~o stated they never looked for care labels 
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were also in this age group. Education alone did not account for 
one's use of labels. Respondents with a high school diploma all said 
they always looked for labels but 3.7 percent with b~chelor's degrees 
never looked for a label. When a garment needed cleaning for the 
first time, 72.6 percent of the sample reported they looked for care 
instructions before deciding on the method to use. Fiber content was 
checked by 17 percent of the respondents before they decided on care 
procedures. 
Brannon's (6) study also indicated that consumers use labels as 
an aid in making purchasing decisions. Nearly 90 percent of the sub-
jects reported that they usually looked for size, care and washing in-
structions on the label when buying clothing. Design or style, price 
and care were more frequently considered in their final choice than 
brand name or fiber content. 
At the time the FTC was holding hearings to determine the need 
for care labeling, Poschman (57) interviewed low income consumers to 
ascertain if they favored such a program. One of the reasons experts 
supported the Rule was that loss of textile products due to improper 
care procedures is especially important economically to this group. 
Thirty-five women living in a public housing project were interviewed. 
Two-thirds of the sample used their own past experience as their sole 
source of care information, while labels, hangtags and packaging were 
used by 23 percent. The homemakers expressed a strong negative re-
sponse to a need for more care information. About 70 percent did not 
feel they needed any additional care information, and as the amount of 
washing per week increased, the desire for care information decreased. 
Only one-fourth of the sample felt permanent care labels should be on 
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all textile items, but many homemakers thought it would be useful to 
have labels on special items. 
Research on Laundry Procedures 
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Although studies indicate a large percentage of homemakers look 
at care labels, they do not always follow the instructions. Fiber 
content was found by Muscetti (49) to be the most important factor 
influencing homemakers' interpretations of washing instructions on 
winter skirt labels. No matter what the manufacturer's washing in-
structions said, when a skirt was made of all wool or contained a high 
percentage of wool, the respondents generally preferred to have it 
dry-cleaned. However, a majority stated they would follow washing in-
structions for skirts made entirely of man-made fibers or for those 
containing a high percentage of man-made fibers. The study implied 
that appearance was more important to the consumer of winter skirts 
than ease or expense of care. 
Kightlinger's (38) research revealed that of 100 homemakers 
questioned, 92 followed care directions in the selection of a method 
of care, but only 69 of the 92 followed the directions without modi-
fication. Responses to questions on the care of permanent press gar-
ments showed that most of the homemakers had limited knowledge of 
proper care procedures. They were not familiar with the recommended 
care techniques for blended fabrics which contained fibers requiring 
special treatment. 
McMillan (46) also found a lack of knowledge about newer fabrics 
and finishes. She asked 154 Indiana homemakers to give instructions 
for washing six items in an automatic washer. Included in the study 
34 
were pillowcases, blue jeans, a slip, a wool skirt, knit slacks, and a 
permanent press shirt. The first three items are frequently part of 
family laundry while the last three are of fibers or finishes rela-
tively new to home laundering. The participants were most knowledge-
able about correct laundry procedures for cotton pillowcases, the item 
made of a natural fiber without a finish, and least knowledgeable about 
those for a man's permanent press shirt, the example of a synthetic 
blend with a finish. Rinse temperature settings, spin speed, bleach 
and fabric softener seemed to cause the most problems in establishing 
correct laundry procedures. The homemaker's knowledge of laundry 
practices was positively related to the number of persons she washed 
clothes for. No relationship was found between age, years of laundry 
responsibility or annual family income and knowledge of laundry proce-
dures. 
When asked where they learned to wash clothes, the answer "mother 
taught me" was selected most frequently. Trial and error was the sec-
ond most frequent response. Over 90 percent said they used informa-
tion on labels when deciding how to wash clothes. However, in spite 
of the tendency to use labels, it appears that many homemakers do not 
have sufficient knowledge to get optimum laundering results when car-
ing for newer fabrics and finishes. 
In her 1965 study of laundry procedures, Carlson (12) asked home-
makers using self-service laundries where they learned to care for the 
newer fabrics. Two-thirds of the homemakers reported using labels as 
important sources of information. Other information sources mentioned 
were family, figured out for oneself, neighbors, magazines, arid 
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friends. The under 20 age level said they most often used the home 
economics teacher. 
Fiber was considered less frequently than color, soil or durabi-
lity when sorting garments for washing. The maj.ority of homemakers 
did not make any adjustments in washing or drying their laundry to 
provide for proper care of different fabrics and finishes. Hot tern-
perature settings as well as the regular cycle and time were generally 
used for both the washer and dryer. When asked if they would like 
help with any laundry problems, information was most frequently re~ 
quested about dingy white fabrics and about how to care for different 
fabriGS, 
Norwick (63), chairman of the American Standards for Testing and 
Materials subcommittee on chemical performance test methods for tex-
tiles, observed the tendency to disregard instructions in this way: 
Consumers toss many things into the wash together, 
whether or not they know that the process is the opti-
mum for each and every item in that wash. They do it 
as a matter of economy, practicality, or to save time 
(p. 29). 
In an article about consumer complaints, Rogers (58) expressed a 
similar idea. 
Consumers resent having to wash deep-shaded items sepa-
rately for 'the first time or two.' One-fourth of the 
families in one survey washed colored as well as white 
textiles at the hot setting of their washing machine, 
(145°F). Approximately the same number used bleach on 
colored clothes (p. 28). • 
Before permanent care labeling became mandatory, Joyner (37) 
sampled 110 women shoppers about their use of voluntary permanent care 
labels in casual dresses. Over 74 percent of the consumers indicated 
they often looked for a permanent care label when shopping, and 58.2 
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percent said that a permanent care label "often" aided in their final 
choice. Responses to questions concerning consumer use of permanent 
care labels revealed a majority used the labels as indicated. The 
label was "often" read before laundering by 88.2 percent of the con-
sumers and only 1.8 percent said they "never" read the labels before 
laundering. However, when asked if they were satisfied with the re-
sults when they followed the instructions given on the labels, only 50 
percent reported they were "often" satisfed. 
Joyner suggested that this lack of satisfaction might indicate 
the consumer does not fully understand the care terms 
'on permanent care labels. It might also indicate the 
consumer does not interpret the label as the manufacturer 
intended, thus making modifications in instructions, 
which cause dissatisfaction with the laundered garment 
(p. 47). 
Another possibility is that the consumer is not being educated to read 
the label and follow instructions as they appear on the label. 
Since it became effective, the importance and meaning of the Perma-
nent Care Labeling Rule has been publicized by magazines, newspapers, 
government publications, extension programs, consumer educators, home 
economists, and many others. 
One report of a specific program to inform consumers about perma-
nent care labeling legislation was found. The University of Wisconsin 
Extension Service worked with 140 teenage participants in the 1973 
Wisconsin Junior State Fair Clothing Preview to develop an awareness 
and understanding of the provisions of the Permanent Care Labeling 
Rule and the 1973 Flammability Standard for Children's Sleepwear (42). 
On a pretest, only five of the teenagers replied that they had sewn a 
permanent care label into their award-winning garment and very few 
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knew the labels or the law existed, although it had been in effect for 
over a. year. 
Four days of various activities allowed the girls to examine 
labels for information and to discuss the most significant aspects of 
the legislation. Postquestionnaires showed increased awareness, but 
even after this intensive exposure to permanent care labeling, the 
girls were confused about exceptions to the Rule. The legislation 
will be beneficial only when consumers are aware of it, understand it, 
and know how to use it. Yet, few consumers have experienced such an 
extensive educational effort as these Wisconsin teens. 
Summary 
Included in Chapter II has been a review of literature concerning 
the background, development and implementation of the Permanent Care 
Labeling Rule. Other textile labeling efforts, provisions of the Rule, 
and problems consumers may have in understanding the Rule have been 
presented. 
Also included in Chapter II has been a discussion of the informa-
tion consumers indicate they want on garment labels and of the appli-
cation that is made of information provided. Several research studies 
were included in the review. Literature concerning homemakers' know-
ledge of correct laundry procedures was also summarized. 
Chapter III will describe the method and design of this study. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study, as indicated in Chapter I, was three-
fold. The primary purpose was to determine how the variables of for-
mal education, laundry experience and income affect one's ability to 
interpret and apply the information provided on permanent care labels 
in ready-made garments. In addition, the study was designed to deter-
mine the sources of information consumers use to learn about clothing 
care procedures. Also investigated were consumer awareness of the 
Permanent Care Labeling Rule and the utilization of permanent care 
label information by consumers when they are purchasing ready-made 
garments and selecting care procedures for these garments. 
The design of the study, a description of the population and sam-
ple, the instrument for data collection, and the statistical procedure 
for data analysis are discussed in this chapter. 
Population and Sample 
The population for this study consisted of homemakers who were 
members of organized groups. Due to time limitations and the complex-
ity of the instrument, it was necessary to contact the respondents in 
a group situation. The sample consisted of non-randomly selected home-
makers attending the regularly scheduled February, March and April, 
1974 meetings of church, community, extension and young homemakers 
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groups in the vicinity of Stillwater, Oklahoma. An attempt was made 
to obtain the cooperation of organizations which would provide variety 
in terms of the variables to be studied. Eleven different groups were 
sampled and over 200 questionnaires were administered. A total of 181 
questionnaires were usable and they provide the data to be analyzed in 
this study. 
Design of the Study 
The instrument was designed to give information about the type of 
laundry equipment used by the homemaker, her laundry experience, her 
knowledge and use of permanent care labels, her use of information 
sources, and certain demographic data. 
The main body of the instrument consisted of a comparison of ten 
different fabric samples. To select fabric samples for the study, the 
researcher visited retail stores in the Stillwater, Oklahoma area to 
observe the fiber content, fabric construction and care label instruc-
tions of frequently stocked ready-made garments. Five garments of 
different fiber contents were chosen to be used for the study and 
piece goods having the same fiber contents, construction processes, 
and similar care instructions as the ready-made garments were located 
and purchased. 
The fabric samples were selected to provide a variety of construc-
tion techniques, fiber contents, colors, and recommended care proce-
dures. They were not intended to be representative of a typical 
family's wash, although all fabrics included in the study are commonly 
available both in ready-made garments and as piece goods. 
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The page containing the first five samples was distributed with 
the questionnaire. Each fabric sample was numbered and the fiber con-
tent was given. It was emphasized that each fabric sample represented 
the garment indicated; for example, sample one represented a woman's 
blouse made of 65% triacetate and 35% polyester (Appendix A). 
Following the fabric samples was a separate page of ten questions 
for each sample and each respondent was asked to place a check in the 
blank that best indicated the care procedures that she would use for 
that specific garment. The factors used to determine knowledge of 
care procedures were the general care method for the garment, wash 
temperature, rinse temperature, washer cycle, drying procedure, dryer 
setting, use of bleach, sorting, and choice of dry cleaning methods. 
The questions were the same for all samples, and the respondents were 
instructed to answer every question about each sample. Even if they 
indicated they would dry-clean the garment, they were asked to choose 
the washing procedures they would follow if they were forced to launder 
it. 
After answering the questions about the first five fabric samples, 
the respondents were asked to return the sample sheet to the research-
er. They were then given a second sheet of fabric samples numbered six 
to ten. These samples were identical in fiber and construction to the 
first samples, but they were of different colors and were ordered dif-
ferently. For each of the second set of fabric samples the respondents 
were given the fiber content, the type of garment it represented, and 
a label with care instructions. The respondents then answered exactly 
the same questions they had completed for the first set of five samples 
without care labels. 
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This study concentrated on consumer use of care labels in ready-
made garments under the assumption that all consumers purchase some 
articles of clothing and will eventually experience permanent care la-
bels, but not all consumers sew. Therefore, labels typically found in 
ready-made garments were used with fabric samples six through ten. 
The Guide for Permanent Care Labeling (27) and the Consumer Care Guide 
for Apparel (15) were consulted to achieve standard terminology. These 
guides were also used to select the terminology for the laundry proce-
dure questions about each sample. In particular, the Guide for Perma-
nent Care Labeling uses the term "Regular" to encompass other terms 
that may appear on some washers and dryers such as Automatic Dry, 
Timed Dry and Special Normal. A Gentle or Delicate cycle indicates 
low speed agitation, or permanent press on a dryer (27). 
Faculty members in the Division of Hom.e Economics at Oklahoma 
State University acted as a panel of experts to determine the "best" 
care procedures for the fabric samples, i.e. the methodg which would 
allow the consumer to achieve maximum appearance and wearing life for 
the garments. 
The respondents were also asked to answer a series of questions 
about the sources of information they used to learn about clothing·· 
care procedures and about their utilization of permanent care label 
information. For these questions they were asked to check one of five 
possible answers: always, sometimes, seldom, never, or does not apply~· 
Data Collection 
After the first draft of the instrument was developed, it was 
tested with a class of 33 married home economics seniors to .determine 
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clarity of the questions. Minor changes were made in the instrument 
from the suggestions ~nd comments of the pre-test group. 
The instrument was then administered to the cooperating club 
groups. The researcher was present to explain the instrument and to 
answer questions at nine of the meetings. For two organizations the 
questionnaire was explained to the group president who then adminis-
tered it to the members during the regular meetings. 
Statistical Treatment of the Data 
The multiple regression model is used to analyze the data for 
factors affecting the choices of "best" care procedures. The regres-
sion model assumes a causal relationship between a dependent variable 
and one or more independent variables. A variable is called dependent 
because it is functionally dependent on other variables. In the re-
gression model, the observed changes in the dependent variable are ex-
plained by changes in the independent (explanatory) variables. One 
feature of multiple regression analysis is that it allows the re-
searcher to estimate the effect of one independent variable on the 
dependent variable while holding the other independent variables con-
stant. Thus, it is possible to separate the effect of one explanatory 
variable from the effects of the others. 
Estimation of the multiple regression model is basically a method 
of finding the best fitting line for a body of data. The performance 
of the regression model is evaluated in terms of (1) the agreement of 
" signs of B. with prior expectations, (2) the statistical significance 
l. 
" of Bi, and (.3) the explanatory power of the regression model. 
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The explanation of the statistical treatment of the data is based 
on the discussion of the linear regression model in Mendenhall (47). 
Appendix B contains a further explanation of the procedure for estima-
ting the coefficients of the multiple regression model by the least 
squares method and for testing hypotheses about the coefficients of 
the model. 
The following regression model was used in this study to attempt 
to explain the proportion of "best" answers on the experiments about 
garment care: 
where 
pi Bo+ Blxl. + B2x2. + B3x3. + B4Li + ui 
i i i 
i denotes an observation, a particular respondent, 
P. denotes the dependent variable, the proportion of best 
i 
garment care answers selected in a group of experiments, 
denotes the homemaker's educational level, 
denotes the homemaker's laundry experience, 
denotes the household's total income, 
is a dummy variable and denotes the presence or absence 
of permanent care labels. It equals one if labels are 
present, zero if labels are not present. 
B1-B4 denote the coefficients of the independent variables and 
give the marginal effect on the proportion of "best" 
answers due to a change in a particular independent 
variable. 
B denotes the intercept. 
0 
u. denotes the error term (a disturbance). 
i 
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The hypotheses formulated in Chapter I can now be interpreted in 
terms of the B coefficients in the model. 
One of the basic objectives of the educational system is to teach 
persons how to obtain information and how to interpret this informa-
tion. A rise in educational level should increase awareness of avail-
able information. Therefore, the researcher expects to find that an 
increase in homemakers' educational levels increases the proportion of 
"best" answers on the fabric sample experiments. The sign of B1 is 
thus hypothesized to be positive. 
Experience with a variety of fabrics, fibers, finishes, construc-
tion techniques and laundry problems should result in increased laun-
dry skill. The measures of laundry experience used in this study are 
years of laundry experience and number of loads of laundry washed per 
week. It is hypothesized that laundry experience is positively re-
lated to the proportion of "best" garment care choices, and thus B2 
will be positive. 
Household income is expected to be positively related to the cost 
of garments being purchased. For the person buying more expensive 
clothing, errors in garment care will lead to larger financial losses 
than for the person purchasing cheaper clothing. The higher the level 
of household income, the larger is the expected loss from ignorance 
about garment care. Therefore, the proportion of "best" choices made 
by a homemaker is expected to be positively related to her household 
income, and B3 is anticipated to be positive. 
The central problem of this study is to determine whether home-
makers can make better laundry choices when they have a label than 
when they do not. Therefore, B4 is hypothesized to be positive, 
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indicating that the presence of permanent care labels makes a differ-
ence in the proportion of "best" garment care answers selected by 
homemakers. 
Summary 
Chapter III included a description of the population and sample, 
an explanation of the design of the study, the method for collecting 
data, and the statistical procedure to be used to analyze the data. 
Chapter IV will present the data analysis and results of the study. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
This study was designed to investigate the effects of permanent 
care labels and selected socio-economic factors on homemakers' laundry 
procedures. Consumer awareness and utilization of permanent care la-
beling were studied. The analysis of the data in this chapter attempts 
to explain the proportion of "best" garment care procedures selected 
by homemakers using the five independent variables of educational 
level, loads of laundry washed per week, years of laundry experience, 
label presence and total family income. 
Description of Homemakers Participating 
in the Study 
The sample for this study consisted of 181 non-randomly selected 
homemakers attending the February, March and April 1974 meetings of 
church, community, extension and Y?ung homemakers groups in the vici-
nity of Stillwater, Oklahoma. 
Table I shows the distribution of the women participating in the 
study by age level.. Over 54 percent were 20 to 49 years old, the age 
groups where there are most likely to be children at home. One would 
expect homemakers in these groups to be doing more laundry than those 
under 20 years of age (1 percent) or those 50 years of age and older 
(45 percent). 
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TABLE I 
DISTRIBUTION OF HOMEMAKERS BY AGE LEVEL 
Age Level Frequency Percent 
Under 20 2 1.11 
20 through 29 32 17.68 
30 through 39 34 18.79 
40 through 49 32 17.68 
50 through 59 24 13.26 
60 and over 57 31.49 
Total 181 100.01 
Only four percent of the homemakers had not completed high school. 
A total of 24 percent ended their formal education with high school 
and 34 percent had attended some college. College graduates with 
bachelor's degrees composed 27 percent of the sample, while 12 percent 
had advanced degrees. These results are presented in Table II. 
TABLE II 
DISTRIBUTION OF HOMEMAKERS BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 
Educational Level 
8th Grade or Less 
Some High School 
High School Graduate 
Some College 
College Graduate 
Advanced Degree 
Total 
Frequency 
1 
7 
43 
61 
48 
21 
181 
Percent 
0.55 
3.87 
23.75 
33.70 
26.52 
11.60 
99.99 
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Of the 181 persons sampled, 86 percent were married, as shown in 
Table III. Homemaking was a full-time occupation for 73 percent of 
I 
the women, but Table IV reveals that over one-fourth were combining 
home responsibilities with employment or schooling. 
TABLE III 
DISTRIBUTION OF HOMEMAKERS BY MARITAL STATUS 
Marital Status Frequency Percent 
Single 7 3.87 
Married 156 86.19 
Separated or Divorced 1 0.55 
Widowed 17 9~39 
Total 181 100. 00 
TABLE IV 
DISTRIBUTION OF HOMEMAKERS BY OCCUPATIONAL STATUS 
Occupational Status Frequency Percent 
Full Time Homemaker 133 73.48 
Employed Part Time 13 7.18 
(Less Than 20 Hours Per Week) 
Employed Full Time 29 16.02 
(20 to 40 Hours Per Week) 
Student-Homemaker 5 2.76 
No Response 1 0.55 
Total 181 99.99 
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Table V shows that total family incomes of less than $5,000 a year 
were reported by 12 percent of the homemakers. About 34 percent had 
incomes under $10,000, while 26 percent were in the $10,000 to $14,999 
range and 38 percent earned over $15,000 annually. 
TABLE V 
DISTRIBUTION OF HOMEMAKERS BY TOTAL FAMILY INCOME 
Income Frequency Percent 
Under $5,000 22 12 .16 
$ 5,000 to $ 7,999 17 9.40 
$ 8,000 to $ 9,999 23 12. 71 
$10,000 to $14,999 47 25.97 
$15,000 or Over 68 37.57 
No Response 4 2.21 
Total 181 100.02 
The data concerning ownership of laundry equipment as related by 
the respondents are shown in Table VI. Both an automatic washer and 
an automatic dryer were owned by 70 percent of the women. An auto-
matic washer only was owned by 13 percent, but no one who did not own 
an automatic washer owned an automatic dryer. Only four percent owned 
wringer washers and 10 percent did not own any laundry equipment. 
Table VII shows that laundry was done at home by 85 percent of 
the homemakers. The laundromat was used by 11 percent, a figure which 
corresponds closely with the number of women who did not own laundry 
equipment. 
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TABLE VI 
DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF LAUNDRY EQUIPMENT OWNED BY HOMEMAKERS 
Equipment Owned 
Wringer Washer Only 
Automatic Washer Only 
Automatic Dryer Only 
Combination Washer-Dryer 
Automatic Washer and Automatic Dryer 
Wringer Washer and Automatic Washer 
None 
Total 
TABLE VII 
Frequency 
7 
23 
0 
4 
127 
1 
19 
181 
Percent 
3.87 
12. 71 
0.00 
2.21 
70.17 
0.55 
10.50 
100.01 
DISTRIBUTION OF LOCATION OF LAUNDRY FACILITIES USED BY HOMEMAKERS 
Location 
Home 
Laundromat 
Friends' or Relatives' 
Home and Laundromat 
Laundromat and Friends' or Relatives' 
Do Not Do Own Laundry 
Total 
Frequency 
155 
20 
0 
3 
1 
2 
181 
Percent 
85.64 
11.05 
0.00 
1.66 
0.55 
1.11 
100.01 
Laundry was done for three or fewer persons in 53 percent of the 
households sampled. This is reasonable, since 44 percent of the re-
spondents were 50 years of age or older. About 29 percent of the home-
makers did laundry regularly for four persons and 17 percent did laundry 
for five or more persons. These results are shown in Table VIII. 
TABLE VIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF PERSONS FOR WHOM 
LAUNDRY IS DONE IN HOUSEHOLD 
Number of Persons Frequency 
One 17 
Two 60 
Three 19 
Four 53 
Five 18 
Six 10 
Other* 3 
Do Not Do Our Own Laundry 0 
No Response 1 
Total 181 
51 
Percent 
9.39 
33.15 
10.50 
29.28 
9.95 
5.53 
1.66 
0.00 
0.55 
100.01 
*Two homemakers did laundry for seven persons and one homemaker 
did laundry for eight persons. 
Another measure of laundry experience used in the study is the 
number of loads of laundry washed per week by the respondents, as re-
ported in Table IX. Sixty-one percent of the homemakers washed 8 or 
fewer loads per week. About 29 percent of the women washed 9 to 16 
loads weekly, while 9 percent did 17 or more loads of laundry. 
Only four percent of the women reported laundering for them-
selves or their families for less than five years. Nearly the same 
number of homemakers had between 5 and 20 years of laundry experience 
as had 20 to 40 years of experience. The figures, reported in Table 
X, are 38 percent and 39 percent, respectively. 
Loads Per Week 
1 to 4 
5 to 8 
9 to 12 
13 to 16 
17 to 20 
More Than 20 
Don't Know 
No Response 
Total 
Years 
Under 5 
5 to 10 
10 to 20 
20 to 30 
30 to 40 
40 to 50 
Other* 
Total 
TABLE IX 
DISTRIBUTION OF LOADS OF LAUNDRY WASHED 
PER WEEK BY HOMEMAKERS 
Frequency 
71 
40 
40 
13 
10 
6 
0 
1 
181 
TABLE X 
DISTRIBUTION OF YEARS OF LAUNDRY 
EXPERIENCE OF HOMEMAKERS 
Frequency 
8 
29 
39 
38 
32 
31 
4 
181 
52 
Percent 
39.23 
22.10 
22.10 
7.18 
5.53 
3.32 
0.00 
0.55 
100.01 
Percent 
4.42 
16.02 
21.55 
20.99 
17.68 
17.13 
2.21 
100.00 
*One person had 55 years of laundry experience and one person had 
60 years of laundry experience. Two persons answered "other" but did 
not specify years of laundry experience. 
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Use of Labels as Information Sources 
A comparison of the use of permanent care labels relative to al-
ternative sources of garment care information was made. Table XI 
gives the distribution of information sources used by homemakers when 
learning care procedures for new garments. First the percentages are 
given for the frequency of use of each source of information based up-
on the total sample of 181 persons. A category is added for each in-
formation source to allow for non response. The numbers in parentheses 
were obtained by subtracting the non responses from the total of 181 
persons and recalculating the percentages. On this section of the in-
strument the homemakers tended to indicate the information sources 
they used always or sometimes, but to leave the question blank if they 
seldom or never used a particular source. Therefore, the percent of 
no response answers for each information source could be added to the 
"Never" column. The data in Table XII and Table XIII are tabulated in 
the same manner. 
The label was by far the most often used source of care informa-
tion. It was used always or sometimes by 95 percent of the homemakers. 
Previous experience was also relied upon heavily, with 66 percent of 
the women indicating they always or sometimes picked a care method 
they thought would work and tried it out. The constant development of 
new fibers, fiber blends, and methods of fabric construction could 
quickly outdate one's garment care experience. 
Other information sources frequently checked as being used always 
or sometimes were the store clerk, consulted by 44 percent of the 
respondents, and neighbors or friends, consulted by 35 percent of the 
TABLE XI 
DISTRIBUTION OF INFORMATION SOURCES USED BY HOMEMAKERS WHEN REFURBISHING NEW GARMENTS* 
Always Sometimes Seldom Never Does Not Apply No Response 
Information Source Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Extension Agent 2.21 7.74 6.10 43.65 1.66 38.67 
( 3.60) (12.60) ( 9.91) (71.17) ( 2.70) 
Label 90.61 4.42 0.55 0.55 0.00 3.87 
(94.25) ( 4.59) ( 0.57) ( 0.57) < o.oo) 
Home Economics Teacher 2.21 8.84 3.32 46.96 4.42 34.25 
( 2. 68) (10. 74) ( 4. 03) (57.05) ( 5.37) 
Laundromat Attendant 2.76 4.42 7.18 46.96 4. 97 33.70 
( 4.17) ( 6.67) (10.83) (70. 83) ( 7.50) 
Neighbors or Friends 3.87 30.94 14. 92 17.68 1.11 31.49 
( 5.65) (45. 16) (21. 77) (25.81) ( 1. 61) 
Mother 2.21 17.13 7.18 31.49 4. 97 37.02 
( 3. 51) (27. 19) ( 11. 40) (50.00) ( 7.89) 
Other Relatives 1.11 14. 92 8.84 35. 36 3.87 35. 91 
( 1. 72) (23.28) (13.79) (55.17) ( 6.03) 
Dry Cleaner 4.97 21.55 17.13 25.97 0.55 29.83 
( 7.09) (30. 71) (24.41) (37 .01) ( 0.79) 
Store Clerk 10.50 33.15 16.02 11.60 0.00 28.73 
(14.73) ( 46. 51) (22. 48) (16. 28) ( 0.00) 
Previous Experience 16.02 49. 72 7.18 4.97 0.00 22.10 
(20.57) (63.83) ( 9. 23) ( 6. 38) < o.oo) 
*The numbers in parentheses were obtained by subtracting the non responses from the total 
sample of 181 persons and recalculating the percentages. 
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TABLE XII 
DISTRIBUTION OF LAUNDRY SORTING METHODS USED BY HOMEMAKERS 
Sorting Garments Always Sometimes Seldom Never Does Not Apply 
For Washing By: Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Fiber 33.70 39. 78 7.74 5.53 0.55 
(38.60) ( 45. 5 7) ( 9.09) ( 6. 33) ( 0. 63) 
Color 67 .96 24.86 1.66 0.00 0.00 
(71.93) (26. 32) ( 1. 75) ( 0.00) ( 0.00) 
Soil 25.97 40.33 11. 60 1.66 0.55 
(32.41) (50.34) (14. 48) ( 2.07) ( 0.69) 
Care Label Instructions 50.28 29.28 7.74 1.11 0.00 
(56. 52) (32.92) ( 8.70) ( 1.17) ( 0.00) 
Other 0.00 1. 11 1.11 0.55 8.84 
( 0.00) ( 9.52) ( 9.52) ( 4.76) (76.19) 
No Response 
Percent 
12.71 
5.53 
19.90 
11.60 
88.40 
Vl 
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TABLE XIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF USE OF PERMANENT CARE LABELS BY HOMEMAKERS 
Always Sometimes Seldom Never Does Not Apply No Response 
Response to Question Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
A. Before Laundering or 
Cleaning First Time? 87.29 10 .50 0.55 0.00 0.00 1.66 
(88.76) (10. 6 7) ( 0. 56) ( 0.00) ( 0.00) 
B. Follow Instructions: 
For Washing? 67.40 28.73 1.11 0.00 0.00 2.76 
(69.32) (29.55) ( 1.14) ( 0.00) ( 0.00) 
For Drying? 54.14 35.91 3.32 0.55 0.00 6.10 
(57.65) (38.24) ( 3 .53) ( 0.59) ( 0.00) 
For Dry Cleaning? 67. 96 22.10 2.76 0.00 0.55 6.63 
(72.78) (22.35) ( 2.96) ( 0.00) ( 0.59) 
c. Satisfied With Results? 28.73 65.75 2.21 0.00 0.00 3.32 
(29.71) (68.00) ( 2.29) ( 0.00) ( 0.00) 
D. When Shopping? 77.35 16. 02 3.32 2.21 0.00 1.11 
(78.21) (16. 20) ( 3.35) ( 2. 23) ( 0.00) 
E. Influence Final Choice? 54.70 38.67 3.32 1.66 0.55 1.11 
(55.30) (39. 11) ( 3.35) ( 1. 68) ( 0.56) 
lJ1 
°' 
homemakers. A dry cleaner was asked garment care advice always or 
sometimes by 26 percent of the respondents. 
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The consumers sampled in this study often took a guess about cor-
rect garment care procedures or asked easily accessible persons such 
as store clerks, neighbors and friends for information. It is likely 
that the persons consulted were no better informed than the homemaker 
herself. 
Use of Labels When Laundering and Shopping 
In order to determine how consumers utilize permanent care 
labels, the women sampled were asked a series of questions about their 
laundering and shopping habits. Table XII shows that color was of 
primary importance in sorting garments for washing, with 68 percent of 
the women responding that they always considered this garment charac-
teristic. Care label instructions were always used by 50 percent of 
the sample. Fiber content was always used by 34 percent of the home-
makers, and soil was always considered by 26 percent. 
Over 87 percent of the homemakers stated that they always looked 
for a permanent care label before laundering or cleaning a garment for 
the first time. These results are summarized in Table XIII. When the 
homemakers were asked if they actually followed the label directions, 
67 percent reported always following washing instructions, 54 percent 
reported always following drying instructions, and 68 percent reported 
always following dry cleaning instructions. Therefore, although the 
labels are used as guidelines, the information provided is not always 
utilized. Lack of satisfaction with results obtained when following 
label directions may be one reason they are not adhered to more 
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frequently. Of the 181 homemakers sampled, 29 percent were always 
satisfied when they followed the instructions on permanent care labels. 
However, 65 percent reported being sometimes satisfied with the re-
sults, and no one reported never being satisfied. 
The effectiveness of the permanent care label is dependent upon 
utilizing information both when refurbishing garments and when making 
purchasing decisions. Over 93 percent of the respondents reported 
always or sometimes looking for permanent care labels when shopping 
for ready-made garments. The care instructions on the label always 
influenced the final purchase decisions for 55 percent of the women. 
Label content sometimes influenced 39 percent of the homemakers, and 
less than two percent of the respondents were never influenced by the 
permanent care label. 
Since the Permanent Care Labeling Rule had been in effect about 
18 months at the time of this study, two questions were asked to de-'-
termine consumer awareness of permanent care labeling practices. 
These results are reported in Table XIV. About 96 percent of the 
homemakers stated that they or other family members owned garments 
having permanently attached care labels. However, only 66 percent 
knew that permanent care labels are now required in most ready-made 
garments, and over one-fourth of the sample believed that permanent 
care labels are not required. Consumers who do not realize that gar-
ments should be labeled may be overlooking an important source of in-
formation at point of pur~hase. 
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TABLE XIV 
DISTRIBUTION OF HOMEMAKERS BY AWARENESS OF PERMANENT CARE LABELING 
Responses to Question Frequency Percent 
A. Own Permanent Care Labels? 
Yes 174 96.13 
No 3 1.66 
Don't Know 2 1.11 
No Response 2 1.11 
Total 181 100 .01 
B. Permanent Care Labels Required? 
Yes 119 65.75 
No 50 27.62 
Don't Know 10 5.52 
No Response 2 1.11 
Total 181 100.00 
The Regression Analysis 
The Data 
The data for the regression analysis were obtained from the 
questionnaire completed by the homemakers. In addition to providing 
demographic data and information on laundry experience, the women 
answered a series of ten questions about how they would care for each 
of ten fabric samples which represented specific garments. For the 
first five samples the women were told the fiber contents. The second 
set of five fabric samples were identical in fiber and construction to 
the first five samples, but they were of different colors and were or-
dered differently. For these samples the homemakers were given the 
fiber contents and permanent care labels. The women were cautioned 
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that the researcher was interested in learning how they would care for 
the garments if they were part of the family laundry, regardless of 
whether or not the procedures selected agreed with the label instruc-
tions. 
The opinions of a panel of experts from the Division of Home 
Economics at Oklahoma State University were used to establish the op-
timum care procedures for the five different fabric samples included 
in the study. The labels were used as a basis for the chosen care 
procedures, but four of the labels did not provide sufficient infor-
mation to answer all of the questions. It is important to note that 
the principle of exception labeling, explained in Chapter II, is com-
monly used on permanent care labels and that the labels are supposed 
to give the widest latitude of safety in care procedures. In several 
instances, the care procedures recommended by the experts were gentler 
than those implied from the labels. For example, the label for the 
100 percent acrylic sample read "Machine Wash, Warm." No wash cycle 
was given, so a regular cycle could be assumed. Because of the fabric 
construction, a delicate cycle was recommended by the experts. A 
homemaker would need to combine her knowledge of laundry practices 
with the label information to achieve optimum care results. 
The care procedures recommended by the panel of experts are sum-
marized in Appendix D and are intended to be the easiest, least expen-
sive care methods which will prolong a garment's new appearance and 
its wearing life. These procedures are termed the "best" care methods 
throughout the study. 
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The Empirical Model 
The regression model explained in Chapter III can be written in 
the following form, using alphabetical designations for the variables: 
P. = B 
1 0 
where 
i denotes an observation, a particular respondent, 
P. 
1 
denotes the dependent variable, the proportion of 
"best" garment care answers selected in a group of 
experiments, 
SCH denotes the homemaker's educational level, 
LOADS denotes the number of loads of laundry washer per 
week, 
LYEARS denotes the number of years the homemaker has been 
doing laundry, 
INCOME denotes the household's total annual income, 
LABEL is a dummy variable and denotes the presence or 
absence of a permanent care label. It equals one 
if a label is present, zero if a label is not 
present, 
denote the coefficients of the independent vari-
ables. The coefficient of a variable gives the 
change in the proportion of "best" answers for a 
one unit change in the explanatory variable holding 
other explanatory variables constant. 
B 
0 
u. 
1 
denotes the intercept, 
denotes the error term (a disturbance). 
Construction of the Empirical Measures of 
Variables Used in the Model 
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In coding the data from the instruments, a one was used to indi-
cate the answers which were chosen by a homemaker, a zero was used to 
indicate the answers which were not chosen, and eights were used for 
all questions to which a homemaker did not respond. The eights were 
changed to zeros for constructing the dependent variable. 
To obtain the proportion of "best" answers for each individual 
fabric sample, the number of "best" answers chosen were summed and 
then divided by nine, the maximum number of possible "best" answers 
for each sample. Question "J" about dry cleaning procedures was not 
included in the regression analysis because none of the samples re-
quired this care procedure and yet either cleaning method was accept-
able for all samples. 
The average proportion of "best" answers selected for the group 
of unlabeled samples was obtained by summing the proportions of "best" 
answers chosen for samples one through five and dividing by five, the 
number of samples in the group. The average proportion of ''best" an-
swers selected for the five labeled samples was obtained in the same 
manner. Since each homemaker completed the experiments for both the 
unlabeled and labeled samples, each questionnaire yielded the propor-
tion of "best" answers on the group of unlabeled experiments and on 
the group of labeled experiments (i.e., effectively two observations 
on the dependent variable). The two observations per questionnaire 
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were pooled together to give a total of 362 observations in the re-
gression model. This procedure permits the estimation of the effect 
of labeling while holding other factors constant. Pooling doubles the 
sample size and increases the degrees of freedom which helps in find-
ing significant results. 
For each independent variable (educational level, number of loads 
washed per week, years of laundry experience, and total family income) 
the class intervals were combined to yield one continuous variable. 
This reduced the number of coefficients to be estimated. The proce-
dure is explained in detail in Appendix C. 
Summary Statistics of Individual Variables 
Table XV compares the proportion of "best" answers selected by 
homemakers for the five samples without permanent care labels with the 
proportion of "best" answers selected for five identical samples where 
permanent care labels were present. For each of the samples, the 
presence of a permanent care label increased the mean proportion of 
"best" care procedures chosen. The greatest increase was in the 80 
percent wool, 20 percent nylon sample. Woolen garments have tradi-
tionally been dry-cleaned, and even when washing instructions are in-
cluded, consumers prefer this care method to control shrinkage and 
felting, as reported by Muscetti (49). Therefore, lacking any care 
information for the unlabeled sample in this study, many homemakers 
chose to dry-clean it. When given a care label stating laundering 
directions, the proportion of "best" answers rose 16 percent, indi-
cating that more homemakers were willing to try laundering the fab-
ric. 
TABLE XV 
COMPARISON OF PROPORTION OF "BEST" ANSWERS SELECTED BY HOMEMAKERS 
FOR SAMPLES WITH LABELS AND SAMPLES WITHOUT LABELS* 
Samples Without Labels Samples With Labels 
Sample Mean Standard Deviation Sample Mean Standard Deviation 
Sample 1 Sample·6 
65% triacetate 0.742 0.149 100% acetate 0.809 0.183 
35% polyester 
Sample 10 
Sample 4 65% triacetate o. 779 0.134 
65% polyester 0.700 0.177 35% polyester 
35% cotton 
Sample 8 
Sample 5 100% acrylic 0.767 o. 126 
100% acetate 0.606 0.165 
Sample 7 
Sample 3 65% polyester 0.743 0.153 
100% acrylic o. 691 0.146 35% cotton 
Sample 2 Sample 9 
80% wool 0.555 0.220 80% wool 0. 724 0.236 
20% nylon 20% nylon 
N = 181 
* Samples are arranged from highest to lowest mean score. 
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The permanent care label for the 100 percent acetate sample gave 
very complete care instructions, so it is reasonable to expect a high 
proportion of "best" answers for this experiment. Evidently the label 
content agreed with the homemakers' knowledge of laundry procedures, 
because the proportion of "best" answers rose from a mean of 61 per-
cent without a label to a mean of 81 percent with a label, making it 
the labeled sample with the highest proportion of "best" answers. 
For two of the experiments, the proportion of "best" answers rose 
only four percent when the fabrics were labeled. The 65 percent tri-
acetate, 35 percent polyester sample had the highest proportion of 
"best" answers, 74 percent, in the unlabeled experiments. This result 
was surprising to the researcher, because fabrics of this fiber con-
tent are not as common in the marketplace as fabrics of 65 percent 
polyester, 35 percent cotton, the normal combination for permanent 
press fabrics. The mean proportion of "best" answers on the 65 per-
cent polyester, 35 percent cotton experiment was 70 percent for the 
unlabeled sample and 74 percent for the labeled sample. 
There was a rise of 7 percent in the proportion of "best" answers 
for the labeled 100 percent acrylic sample over the unlabeled sample. 
Because of its wool-like properties and knit construction, there was 
some hesitancy to wash the fabric, but the presence of the label in-
structions seemed to encourage homemakers to use this care method. 
Table XVI gives the means and standard deviations for the vari-
ables appearing in the regression model. The sample means indicate a 
high average educational level and an average of about 25 years of 
laundry experience. The women averaged washing eight loads of clothing 
per week and mean total family income was $12,506. 
TABLE XVI 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES 
IN THE EMPIRICAL MODEL 
Variable 
Probability of "Best" Answers for All Unlabeled Samples 
Probability of "Best" Answers for All Labeled Samples 
SCH: Years of Formal Education 
LOADS: Loads of Laundry Washed per Week 
LYEARS: Years of Laundry Experience 
Mean 
0.659 
0.765 
14.268 
7.743 
25.290 
INCOME: Total Family Income($) 12,505.524 
N = 181 
Standard 
Deviation 
o. 103 
0.110 
2.067 
5.247 
14.260 
5,219.884 
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Correlation Coefficients of Variables 
Table XVII summarizes the correlation coefficients of the vari-
ables used in the model. The range of values for correlation coeffi-
cients is between -1.00 and +1.00. These results are useful for 
examining the simple relationships between two variables when the 
other variables are not held constant. 
TABLE XVII 
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES IN MODEL 
LOADS LYEARS LABEL INCOME P* 
SCH -0.011 -0.056 0.000 0.333 0.114 
LOADS -0.430 0.000 0.328 0.063 
LYEARS 0.000 -0.084 0.028 
LABEL 0.000 0.446 
INCOME 0.107 
N = 362 
*P denotes the proportion of "best" garment care choices made by home-
makers. 
The proportion of "best" care procedures is positively correlated 
with all explanatory variables. O.f particular interest is the corre-
lation between the proportion of "best" answers and the presence of 
fabric care labels (0.446). These results suggest that labels can 
help homemakers make more correct care choices. 
Results from the Regression Analysis 
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The results from fitting the regression equation to the collected 
data are shown in Table XVIII. The results are quite good. All of 
the signs of the coefficients are positive and the R2 values of .22 
and .21 are strong for data composed of individual observations. 
Regression equation I includes all of the independent variables 
that were hypothesized to be important in explaining the proportion of 
"best" answers selected. The positive sign of the education variable 
(SCH) suggests that an increase in the number of years of formal edu-
cation increases the proportion of "best" garment care choices made by 
homemakers. One of the objectives of education is to broaden the in-
dividual's awareness of information sources and then to teach him the 
skills required to understand and use the information collected. 
Therefore, persons with higHer educational levels can be anticipated 
to be more skillful in locating desired information and in utilizing 
this information than persons of lower educational levels. In this 
study the homemakers were required to combine the label instructions 
with their practical laundry experience to decide on the care proce-
dures they would use for the fabric samples. Women with higher educa-
tional levels may be less hesitant to buy garments having unfamiliar 
fiber contents or finishes and as a result they are more experienced 
in caring for a variety of clothing than women having lower educa-
tional levels. 
TABLE XVIII 
ESTIMATION OF REGRESSION EQUATIONS EXPLAINING 
PROPORTION OF "BEST" ANSWERS 
Regression Equation 
Coefficients of: 
SCH 
LOADS 
LYEARS 
LABEL 
INCOME 
INTERCEPT 
Degrees of 
freedom 
I 
0.005822 
a (2.012) b 
[0.0450] 
0.001746 
(L 388) 
[0.1661] 
0.000595 
( 1. 367) 
[0.1724] 
0 .105832 
(9. 542) 
[O. 0001] 
0.000001 
(1.024) 
[0.3067] 
0.531514 
(12.090) 
• 22 
356 
II 
0.006898 
(2.558) 
[0.0109] 
0.002208 
( 1. 879) 
[0.0611] 
0.000639 
(1.474) 
[0.1412] 
0.105832 
(9. 541) 
[0.0001] 
0.527030 
(12.047) 
.22 
357 
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III 
0.006592 
(2.443) 
[0.0150] 
0 .105832 
(9.5135) 
[0.0001] 
0.564637 
(14.371) 
.21 
359 
at-ratios, ratio of coefficient to standard error, are in parentheses. 
bthe significance levels for a two-tailed test are in brackets. 
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The variables used as measures of laundry experience are the num-
ber of loads washed per week (LOADS) and years of laundry experience 
(LYEARS). These two variables were selected because loads of laundry 
washed per week have a definite life-cycle pattern. Persons with many 
years of laundry experience are unlikely to be washing a substantial 
number of loads per week, while young homemakers with children are 
usually washing large quantities of laundry but do not have as many 
years of experience. The advantage of regression analysis is that the 
effects of one variable can be examined independently of the effects 
of the other. In equation I the coefficients of both variables are 
positive, but the number of loads washed weekly (LOADS) has a slightly 
greater marginal effect on the proportion of "best" answers than does 
the number of years of experience (LYEARS). These findings suggest 
that the length of time a homemaker has been doing laundry is less im-
portant in choosing care procedures than the amount of laundry she is 
currently washing. Women washing for a family including children are 
likely to have a wide variety of garments in the laundry basket which 
require different care techniques. Thus, they may be forced to keep 
up-to-date on fabrics and finishes. 
The presence of a permanent care label (LABEL) is the most impor-
tant factor influencing a homemaker's ability to care for clothing. 
When all other variables are held constant, the positive sign and 
large value of the LABEL coefficient indicate that giving a homemaker 
a permanent care label increases her proportion of "best" answers by 
11 percent. Assuming the labels are accurate, these findings support 
the contention that increasing information aids decision-making. Ac-
curate care labels can minimize the effects of low educational levels 
71 
or lack of laundry experience in achieving satisfactory care results. 
The homemakers in this study looked for labels when buying and caring 
for garments and had a tendency to follow label instructions. Thus, 
precise permanent care labels can decrease garment failures caused by 
improper care techniques. 
The final variable in regression I is total family income 
(INCOME). This variable is included because household income is posi-
tively related to the cost of clothing purchased and as a result, 
higher income persons would have greater expected losses from impro-
per care procedures than lower income persons. The sign of the coef-
ficient of INCOME is positive as hypothesized but an increase in total 
family income has only a very slight effect on the proportion of 
"best" garment care choices, i.e., a $1,000 increase in total family 
income increases the proportion of "best" care procedures selected by 
0.001. The small t value indicates that the coefficient of INCOME is 
significantly different from zero at only the 31 percent level. The 
large probability of Type I Error limits the degree of confidence in 
the positive coefficient of INCOME and suggests that the coefficient 
of INCOME is not different from zero. Therefore, there is little sup-
port for the general hypothesis that income is positively related to 
a homemaker's ability to make correct garment care choices. 
Because INCOME is a weak explanatory variable, it is eliminated 
in regression equation II. With the removal of INCOME the coefficients 
and t values for three of the variables become larger and yet equation 
II explains the same amount of variation in the dependent variable 
(proportion of "best" answers) as does equation I, as evidenced by the 
identical R2 values. 
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The t value for the coefficient of educational level (2.558) 
indicates that the positive coefficient of SCH is significantly dif-
ferent from zero at the one percent level. Therefore, there is sub-
stantial support for the general hypothesis that educational level is 
positively related to the homemaker's ability to make correct garment 
care choices. A one year increase in number of years of formal edu-
cation rais·es the percentage of "best" answers by O. 7. 
One component of laundry experience, the number of loads washed 
per week (LOADS) has a coefficient which is significant at the six 
percent level. The coefficient of the second component of laundry ex-
perience, the number of years of laundry experience (LYEARS), is sig-
nificant at the 14 percent level. The LYEARS measure of laundry 
experience is not as strong as the LOADS measure. Therefore, there is 
mild support for the general hypothesis that laundry experience is 
positively related to a homemaker's ability to make correct care 
choices. 
The LABEL variable has the same large explanatory power as in 
equation I. The t value (9.541) shows that the coefficient of LABEL 
is significantly different from zero at better than the one percent 
level. Therefore, the general hypothesis that the presence of a per-
manent care label is positively related to a homemaker's ability to 
make correct garment care choices is strongly sustained. Based on 
over-all performance, regression equation II is considered to be the 
most satisfactory regression equation for estimating the relationships 
of the independent variables to the proportion of "best" garment care 
answers. 
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In equation III the effects of the two most important explanatory 
variables are examined. All explanatory variables are eliminated ex-
cept educational level (SCH) and label presence (LABEL). These vari-
ables explain almost as much of the variation in the dependent variable 
(proportion of "best" answers) as the more elaborate models in equa-
2 tions I and II, as evidenced by the R value which was reduced by only 
0. 01. 
Preferences for Dry Cleaning Methods 
Dry cleaning is a care alternative for many garments. Homemakers 
may choose to dry-clean certain washable items because they feel that 
this method will keep the clothing new-looking longer. In the last 
few years, the prominence of coin-operated dry cleaning establishments 
has rapidly increased. The researcher was interested in learning if 
consumers have a tendency to use the coin-operated dry cleaner, per-
haps as a cost cutting measure, or if they prefer using a professional 
dry cleaner to refurbish garments. 
The results in Table XIX suggest that professional dry cleaning 
services are strongly preferred, because at least 55 percent of the 
homemakers stated they would use a professional for all fabric samples. 
In some cases, the presence of permanent care labels seemed to affect 
dry cleaning decisions. When the 65 percent triacetate, 35 percent 
polyester sample had no label, 71 percent of the homemakers stated 
they would send it to a professional dry cleaner. Upon learning from 
the label that the sample was washable, 10 percent of the women 
changed to the coin-operated method. This effect was reversed for the 
100 percent acetate sample. Without a label about 56 percent of the 
Samples Without Labels 
Sample 1 
65% triacetate 
35% polyester 
Sample 2 
80% wool 
20% nylon 
Sample 3 
100% acrylic 
Sample 4 
65% polyester 
35% cotton 
Sample 5 
100% acetate 
'I 
TABLE XIX 
DISTRIBUTION OF DRY CLEANING METHODS PREFERRED 
BY HOMEMAKERS FOR SAMPLES 
Coin-Operated Dry Cleaner Professional Dry Cleaner 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
48 26.52 129 71. 27 
47 25.97 130 71.82 
61 33.70 115 63.54 
73 40.33 101 55.80 
73 40.33 101 55.80 
No Response 
Frequency Percent 
4 2.21 
4 2.21 
5 2.76 
7 3.87 
7 3.87 
TABEL XIX (Continued) 
Coin-Operated Dry Cleaner Professional Dry Cleaner No Response 
Samples With Labels Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Sample 6 
100% acetate 56 40.33 119 65. 75 6 3.32 
Sample 7 
65% polyester 70 38.67 104 5 7. 46 7 3.87 
35% cotton 
Sample 8 
100% acrylic 60 33. 15 114 62.98 7 3.87 
Sample 9 
80% wool 50 27.62 127 70. 17 4 2.21 
20% nylon 
Sample 10 
65% triacetate 63 34.81 113 62.43 5 2.76 
35% polyester 
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women stated they would use a professional dry cleaner. After reading 
the label, over 65 percent of the homemakers planned to use a profes-
sional dry cleaner. Perhaps the detailed instructions for this sample 
made the homemakers realize that the garment required more special 
care than they had originially anticipated. 
A comparison of the remaining unlabeled and labeled samples shows 
little change in dry cleaning preferences. After reading the label, a 
slightly larger percentage of women preferred to take the 65 percent 
polyester, 35 percent cotton sample to a professional dry cleaner than 
had chosen to do so without a label. However, a higher number of 
women were willing to use the coin-operated dry cleaning method for 
this sample than for any of the other labeled samples. 
Generally, consumers selected the coin-operated method for easy-
care garments and preferred the professional dry cleaner for garments 
requiring gentler handling. When in doubt about the proper care 
method due to the absence of a label, the homemakers used the services 
of a professional dry cleaner. 
Sunnnary 
The instrument completed by 181 homemakers provided the data for 
this study. Consumer awareness and utilization of permanent care 
labels were investigated. At the time of the study, the Permanent 
Care Labeling Rule had been in effect about 18 months. The label was 
by far the most often consulted source of care information. It was 
used always or sometimes by 95 percent of the homemakers. About 66 
percent knew that permanent care labels are now required in most 
ready-made garments, but over one-fourth of the sample believed that 
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permanent care labels are not required. When given a care label 
stating laundering directions, the 'proportion of "best" answers chosen 
by homemakers increased. The proportion of "best" answers for the 100 
percent acetate sample rose 20 percent from a mean of 61 percent with-
out a label to a mean of 81 percent with a label, the greatest in-
crease among the ten fabric samples. 
Regression analysis was used to determine the relationships be-
tween the proportion of "best" fabric care procedures chosen by home-
makers and the following five selected independent variables: 
educational level, loads of laundry washed per week, years of laundry 
experience, total family income and label presence. The coefficients 
of the variables were all positive, indicating that increasing the 
size of any one of them would increase the proportion of "best" an-
swers, holding other variables constant. The two most important fac-
tors influencing the homemaker's correct care choices were educational 
level and the presence or absence of a permanent care label. The 
positive sign of the education variable (SCH) suggests that an in-
crease in the number of years of formal education increases the pro-
portion of "best" care choices. The presence of a permanent care 
label is a very strong explanatory variable and raises the proportion 
of "best" answers by about 11 percent. 
Chapter V will contain the implications of the study. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
Over the past few decades the development of man-made fibers, fi-
ber blends, new methods of fabric construction and new finishing pro-
cesses have complicated decision-making about the purchase and care of 
textile products. Recognizing a lack of consumer information about 
garment care procedures, the Federal Trade Commission issued the Per-
manent Care Labeling Rule in 1972. This rule is designed to aid con-
sumers both at the point of sale and when the garment requires 
refurbishing. The Rule requires that labels giving care and mainte-
nance instructions be permanently attached to most garments and also 
provided with piece goods intended to be made into wearing apparel. 
For care labels to be effective, consumers must have confidence in the 
accuracy of the information supplied and be able to understand and ap-
ply this information. 
Several studies were completed before the enactment of the Perma-
nent Care Labeling Rule which investigated the type of information de-
sired on clothing labels and consumer use of labels provided. However, 
a need was indicated to study consumer utilization and interpretation 
of permanent care garment labels after the Rule had been enacted and 
persons had an opportunity to experience the new labels. 
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The purposes of this study were: (1) to determine the extent 
homemakers are influenced by permanent care labels when purchasing and 
caring for ready-made garments and (2) to investigate the relation-
ships between the variables of educational level, laundry experience, 
total family income and label presence or absence and a homemaker's 
ability to make correct garment care decisions. 
An instrument was developed to obtain data on sources of garment 
care information, socio-economic characteristics and laundry proce-
dures of homemakers. Each individual indicated the care procedures 
she would use for five unlabeled fabric swatches and five labeled fab-
ric swatches, all representing garments. These responses were used to 
measure a homemaker's ability to select "best" clothing care proce-
dures. The sample was limited to 181 non-randomly selected homemakers 
attending regularly scheduled meetings of church, community, extension 
and young homemakers groups in the vicinity of Stillwater, Oklahoma. 
Regression analysis was used to explain relationships between the 
proportion of "best" garment care procedures selected by homemakers 
and the five independent variables. 
Conclusions 
The permanent care label was the source of garment care informa-
tion used most often by the homemakers in this study. It was used al-
ways or sometimes by 95 percent of the women. Previous experience was 
relied upon always or sometimes by 66 percent of the homemakers, who 
indicated that they tried out care methods they thought would work. 
The briefness of most present permanent care labels necessitates com-
bining label content with acquired laundry knowledge. 
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Over 87 percent of the women stated that they always looked for a 
permanent care label before laundering or cleaning a garment for the 
first time. However, when asked if they followed the label directions, 
67 percent of the women reported always following washing instructions, 
68 percent reported always following dry cleaning instructions and 54 
percent reported always following drying instructions. The labels 
were used as guidelines, but in many instances the homemakers seemed 
to feel that satisfactory results could be achieved by using other 
methods. One reason for not following the directions more often may 
be disappointment with results. When following label instructions, 29 
percent of the homemakers reported always being satisfied and 65 per-
cent reported sometimes being satisfied. 
The permanent care label is intended to be an aid both in the 
store when the garment is being purchased and at home when it is being 
cared for. Nearly all of the homemakers, 96 percent, knew that they 
or other family members owned garments containing permanent care la-
bels. When shopping, 93 percent of the homemakers reported always or 
sometimes looking for permanent care labels. A permanent care label 
always influenced the purchasing decisions of 55 percent of the women, 
and less than two percent were never influenced by the label. At the 
time of this study, the Permanent Care Labeling Rule had been in ef-
fect over a year and a half. Of the 181 women sampled, 66 percent 
knew that permanent care labels were required on most ready-make gar-
ments, but one-fourth believed they were not mandatory. Due to lack 
of awareness, a substantial number of consumers may be overlooking an 
important source of information. 
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When questioned about dry cleaning preferences, a majority of the 
homemakers tended to use a professional dry cleaner for both unlabeled 
and labeled samples. There was greater willingness to use the coin-
operated method for easy-care fabrics than for garments requiring 
gentler handling or more complicated care procedures. If in doubt 
about correct care methods, homemakers relied upon the services of a 
professional. 
Overall, the study was successful in explaining the proportion of 
"best" garment care answers with the empirical model containing selec-
ted socio-economic variables. All of the independent variables have 
positive signs, which is consistent with the hypotheses formulated in 
Chapter I. The two most significant variables are educational level 
and label presence. Homemakers with more education are assumed to be 
more efficient at processing information and reaching decisions. In 
this study, educational level is significant at the one percent level, 
indicating that women with more years of education are better able to 
make correct garment care choices than women with fewer years of edu-
cation. 
A permanent care label is one source of textile information and 
is the most important factor influencing a homemaker's ability to make 
garment care decisions. When homemakers combined the label informa-
tion with their knowledge of laundry procedures, the proportion of 
"best" answers increased by about 11 percent. The women in this study 
tended to use the information provided on care labels. The findings 
suggest that accurate, specific labels can help reduce garment fail-
ures resulting from incorrect care techniques. 
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Recommendations 
The length and construction of the instrument used for this study 
made a random survey impractical. Because of the nature of the groups 
participating, the distribution of some of the variables was atypical 
of the general population of homemakers in Oklahoma. Thus, the study 
would have been improved by sampling a group of women more representa-
tive of the population in age, education, income and laundry experi-
ence levels. A few of the intervals were too large on the instrument. 
It would have been particularly helpful to scale the income variable 
so that the categories of "Under $5,000" and "Over $15,000" were fur-
ther divided. Questions 8 to 15 about information sources and the use 
of permanent care labels may have yielded more precise information if 
the response alternatives of "Always," "Usually,!' "Rarely," and "Never" 
had been used rather than "Always," "Sometimes," "Seldom," and "Never." 
These alternatives were suggested by a few of the respondents who felt 
that the categories of "Always" and "Sometimes" were too limiting. 
A further study might let half of the women select care proce-
dures for unlabeled samples and the other half select care procedures 
for labeled samples. This procedure would eliminate any learning 
which occurred in going from unlabeled to labeled experiments. Anoth-
er study might investigate the understanding that young people have of 
the words and phrases recommended by textile trade organizations to be 
used on permanent care labels. College freshmen .responsible for their 
own laundry could be used as subjects. 
The recommendations for improvement of the study can be sum-
marized as follows: 
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1. survey of a more representative group 
2. incorporation of more precise response alternatives. 
Recommendations for further study include: 
1. use of a control group 
2. investigation of young peoples' understanding of care 
labeling terms. 
The recommendations for the immediate use of the findings of this 
study are discussed below. 
All families must care for clothing. Most homemakers consider 
doing laundry a chore, but they are interested in getting good results. 
They not only want clean clothing, they want garments to maintain their 
new-looking appearance. Wherever the instrument was administered, it 
provoked a great deal of discussion. Homemakers wanted to compare 
their laundry procedures with those of their friends. They asked the 
researcher many questions about garment care methods. Some of the 
women volunteered that "They had never really stopped to think about 
their laundry practices before." 
• 
Information on new fibers and fabrics and the correct care pro-
cedures for them could easily be incorporated into the programs of a 
variety of women's groups. Short radio and television "spots" could 
also be developed to help consumers understand label terminology. 
The general instructions on most permanent care labels do not 
supply enough information to enable the user to properly care for the 
items. Consumers must exercise their own judgment about cycle set'-' 
ting, bleaching, and other alternatives. Labels are consulted by a 
large number of women and there is a tendency to follow directions 
supplied. Thus, more specific labels based on uniform performance 
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standards could further help reduce garment failures from improper 
care procedures. The potential value of care labels as purchasing 
guides was emphasized by several homemakers in this study who commen-
ted, after reading the label of the 100 percent acetate sample, that 
they would never buy a garment which needed such gentle care. Prior 
knowledge of care requirements can alleviate consumer disappointment 
with clothing purchases. 
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Questionnaire 
DIRECTIONS: Please indicate the most appropriate response to each 
question by placing a check(/) in the blank(s). 
1. What type of laundry equipment do you own? 
__ wringer washer 
automatic washer 
automatic dryer 
2. Where is your laundry done? 
at home 
at laundromat 
combination washer-dryer 
none 
at friends' or relatives' 
do not do our own laundry 
3. For how many persons is laundry done in your household? 
4. How 
1 
2 
3 
4 
many 
1 to 
5 to 
9 to 
loads 
4 
8 
12 
of laundry are 
5 
6 
other (specify number) 
do not do our own laundry 
done per week? 
13 to 16 
17 to 20 
More than 20 
--don't know 
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5. How long have you been doing laundry for yourself or your family? 
__ under 5 years 20 to 30 years 
__ 5 to 10 years 30 to 40 years 
10 to 20 years 40 to 50 years 
other (specify) 
6. Are you 
a full time homemaker 
--employed part time (less than 20 hours per week) 
--employed full time (20 to 40 hours per week) 
--a student-homemaker 
7. What is your marital status? 
__ single 
married 
__ separated or divorced 
widowed 
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Note: The instrument contained ten copies of this page, one for 
each of the fabric samples in the study. 
DIRECTIONS: Given the fabric sample representing a garment place a 
check (I) in the blank that best indicates the care procedures you 
would use for each garment. Answer every question, regardless of your 
response to a preceding statement. 
QUESTIONS FOR SAMPLE 
A. How would you care for this garment? 
automatic washer __ wash by hand __ dry clean 
B. If you used an automatic washer, what wash water temperature 
would you use? 
hot warm cold 
C. What rinse water temperature would you use? 
warm cold 
D. What washer cycle would you use? 
__ regular delicate __ permanent press 
E. How would you dry this garment? 
automatic dryer __ hang to dry __ dry flat 
F. What dryer setting would you use? 
__ regular _____permanent press or delicate 
G. If the garment were very dirty would you use bleach? 
__ yes no 
H. What kind of bleach would you use? 
chlorine __ oxygen none other (specify) 
I. Would you wash the garment: 
alone or with like colors 
__ with a mixed load of laundry (mixture of fibers and colors) 
J. If you took the garment to a dry cleaner, would you take it to a 
__ coin-operated dry cleaner __ professional dry cleaner 
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DIRECTIONS: Place a check(/) in the. block(s) that best suits your 
answer. Please answer each part of every question. 
8. In sorting garments for 
washing, they are sorted by: 
Fiber------------------------
Color------------------------
Soil-------------------------
Care label instructions------
Other (specify)--------------
9. How do you learn to care for 
a new garment you are unsure 
about? 
ask extension agent----------
read label-------------------
ask home economics teacher---
ask laundromat attendant-----
ask neighbors or friends-----
ask mother-------------------
ask other relatives----------
ask dry cleaner--------------
ask store clerk--------------
pick a method I think will 
work based on previous ex-
perience and try it out----
10. When you shop for ready-made 
garments do you look for a 
permanent care label?--------
11. If there is a permanent care 
label in the garment, does 
the label content influence 
your final choice?-----------
12. Do you look for a permanent 
care label before laundering 
or cleaning a garment for 
the first time?--------------
13. Do you follow the instruc-
tions on permanent care 
labels: 
A. For washing?-------------
B. For drying?--------------
C. For dry cleaning?--------
14. When you follow instructions on 
permanent care labels are you 
satisfied with the results?--
I Some- I Sel- Does Notj 
Always times dom Never Apply 
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15. Do you or members of your family own garments with permanent care 
labels? 
_yes no don't know 
16. Are garments being manufactured now REQUIRED to have permanent 
care labels? 
17. 
18. 
Yes. Permanent care labels are required. 
I don't know if manufactured clothes are required to have 
permanent care labels. 
No. Permanent care labels are not required. 
Approximately how old are you? 
under 20 
20 through 29 
__ 30 through 39 
What grade of school did 
__ 8th grade or less 
__ some high school 
__ high school graduate 
you 
40 through 49 
50 through 59 
60 and over 
finish? 
some college 
__ college graduate 
advanced degree 
other (specify) 
19. Which of the income groups listed below best describes the Total 
Combined Annual Family Income of all the members of your family 
who live in your household? 
under $5,000 
--$5,000 to $7,999 
~$8,000 to $9,999 
$10,000 to $14,999 
~$15,000 or over 
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DIRECTIONS: The fabric samples on the left represent the garments in-
dicated. For example, SAMPLE 1 represents a woman's blouse of 65% 
triacetate and 35% polyester. Please answer the questions on the fol-
lowing pages indicating the care procedures you would use for each 
garment. There is a separate page of questions for each sample. 
FABRIC SAMPLES 
SAMPLE I ] 
SAMPLE 2 
SAMPLE 3 
L 
SAMPLE 4 
SAMPLE 5 
woman's blouse 
65% triacetate 
35% polyester 
woman's skirt 
80% wool 
20% nylon 
woman's slacks 
100% acrylic 
girl's dress 
65% polyester 
35% cotton 
shirt 
100% acetate 
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DIRECTIONS: Given the fabric sample on the left representing the gar-
ment indicated and a permanent care label, place a check (v') in the 
blanks that best indicate the care procedure you would use for each 
garment. There is a separate page of questions for each sample. 
FABRIC SAMPLES 
SAMPLE 6 
SAMPLE 7 
SAMPLE 8 
SAMPLE 9 
SAMPLE 
LABELS 
Machine Wash Separately. 
Delicate cycle. Remove 
promply. Use cold water 
with cold water soap. 
No bleach. Do not twist 
or wring. Tumble dry. 
Delicate setting. Remove 
promptly. Cool iron for 
touch up if necessary. 
Machine Wash Warm 
Tumble Dry 
Remove Promptly 
Machine Wash Warm 
Line Dry 
Machine Wash Warm 
Delicate Cycle 
Line Dry 
Machine Wash Warm 
Tumble Dry 
Remove Promptly 
shirt 
·100% acetate 
girl's dress 
65% polyester 
35% cotton 
woman's slacks 
100% acrylic 
woman's skirt 
80% wool 
20% nylon 
woman's blouse 
65% triacetate 
35% polyester 
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DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN INSTRUMENT 
The following definitions were explained to the respondents when 
directions were given for completing the instrument: 
Always: 
Sometimes: 
Seldom: 
Never: 
Place a check in this block if you use this in-
formation all the time when performing the acti-
vity specified in the question. 
Place a check in this block if you use this in-
formation some of the time when performing the 
activity specified in the question. 
Place a check in this block if you use this in-
formation little or rarely when performing the 
activity specified in the question. 
Place a check in this block if you do not use 
this information at all when performing the 
activity specified in the question. 
Does Not Apply: Place a check in this block if the question is 
not pertinent to your situation. 
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A DISCUSSION OF THE MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODEL 
The multiple regression model is used to analyze the data for 
factors affecting the choices of "best" care procedures. The standard 
linear regression model is: 
where 
y 
X 's i 
denotes the dependent variable, 
denote the independent (explanatory) variables, 
denotes the coefficient for X. and represents the change 
l. 
in Yin response to a unit change in Xi when all other X's 
are held constant, 
B denotes the Y intercept, the value of Y when all indepen-
o 
dent variables are zero, and 
u denotes the error term. Error terms are random variables 
that are assumed to be independent and normally distributed 
2 
with zero mean and uniform variance of CJ. The error term 
actually captures the effects of excluded explanatory vari-
ables which are of secondary importance. 
The objective in estimating the regression model is to locate the 
line which gives the best prediction of Y for given values of the X's. 
In this study, the principle of least squares is used to find the best 
fitting line. This principle minimizes the sum of squares of the 
deviations of the observed values of Y from those predicted. Ex-
pressed mathematically, the objective is to minimize 
SSE 
where 
n 
I: 
i=l 
(Y. - y.) 2 
l. l. 
Y. denotes the observed value of the dependent variable, 
l. 
A 
Yi denotes the predicted value of the dependent variable, 
A A 
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B0 + B1X1 + B2X2 . , • + Bk~' where hats denote the eati-
mated values of the B's, and 
SSE denotes the sum of squares of deviations of the observed 
values of the dependent variable from the predicted values 
of the dependent variable, commonly called the sum of 
squares for error. 
The performance of the regression model is evaluated in terms of 
A 
(1) the agreement of signs of B. with prior expectations, (2) the 
l. 
statistical significance of B., and (3) the explanatory power of the 
l. 
regression model. 
In this study, the direction of the marginal effects or the signs 
of the B.'s are more important than the absolute size of the estimated 
l. 
' A 
coefficients. The expected signs of B. are explained in the section 
l. 
outlining the specific regression model used (page 44). 
The statistical significance originates in the tests of hypo-
theses on B .. A test of particular importance is the test of the hy-
1. 
pothesis that Y and X. are not linenally related against the alterna-
1. 
tive that they are linerally related. The test of this hypothesis is 
formalized as a null hypothesis that B. = 0 with the alternative being 
l. 
B. 'f 0. 
l. 
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Given the assumptions of the regression model and the above null 
hypothesis, the statistic 
where 
t 
A 
B. 
1 
SA 
B. 
1 
B. denotes the estimator for B., the coefficient of the inde-
1 1 
pendent variable X. and 
1 
SA denotes the standard error of B., or the standard deviation B. 1 
1 
A 
of B.; 
1 
has a Student's t distribution with n - k degrees of freedom where n 
is the number of observations and k is the number of B. 's estimated. 
1 
The calculated value oft is obtained when the actual sample values 
A 
for B. and SBA are substituted into the equation. The tabulated 
1 . 
1 
critical value oft for the rejection region is determined from the 
alternative hypothesis; a, the probability of Type I error; and the 
number of degrees of freedom. In performing the test on the coeffi-
cients, the calculated value oft is compared with the critical value 
oft to see if it falls in the rejection region. When the calculated 
value oft falls in the rejection region, doubt is shed on the vali-
dity of the null hypothesis and the null hypothesis is rejected. How-
ever, there is an a x 100 percent probability of Type I Error, that is, 
that the null hypothesis will be rejected when in fact it is true. If 
the calculated t does not fall in the rejection region, then there is 
not sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 
The summary statistic known as the multiple correlation coeffi-
cient is defined to measure the extent of variation in the dependent 
variable that is explained by the independent variables. 
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Conventionally, instead of the multiple correlation coefficient, its 
square (R2) is reported with regression equations because R2 seems to 
give a more meaningful interpretation of the strength of the rela-
tionship between Y and X than the correlation coefficient, R. 
The square of the multiple correlation coefficient is defined as: 
variation of the dependent 
variable explained by the regre$sion equation 
total variation of the dependent variable 
or, mathematically, 
where 
2 SSE R = 1 - -------
n 
I: 
i=l 
(Y. - y/ 
]. 
R2 denotes the square of the multiple correlation coefficient, 
Y. denotes the dependent variable, 
]. 
Y denotes the mean of the dependent variable, and 
SSE· denotes the sum of squares for error. 
In interpreting results, the R2 indicates the percent of the 
variation in the dependent variable explained by the independent vari-
able in the regression equation. The R2 values lie in the interval 
between zero and one. An R2 value approaching one indicates a very 
large percentage of the variation in the dependent variable is ex-
plained by the independent variables. Thus, the model is viewed as 
performing well. 
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RANGES TO SINGLE VALUES 
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The class intervals for the independent variables of educa-
tional level, number of loads washed per week, years of laundry ex-
perience and total family income were assigned a single value to con-
vert the ranges for each variable into a single continuous variable. 
This was done to reduce the number of coefficients to be estimated. 
The median value for each class range of a particular question was 
used, except for the first and last categories of certain variables. 
Individuals in the loads of laundry categories (LOADS) were assumed to 
be washing the following number of loads per week: 1 to 4 loads, 3; 
5 to 8 loads, 6.5; 9 to 12 loads, 10.5; 13 to 16 loads, 14.5; 17 to 20 
loads, 18.5; and more than 20 loads, 22. 
The values assigned to years of laundry experience (LYEARS) 
were: under 5 years, 2.5; 5 to 10 years, 7.5; 10 to 20 years, 15.5; 
20 to 30 years, 25.5; 30 to 40 years, 35.5; 40 to 50 years, 45.5; and 
other, 55. The value for "other" was determined from the information 
in Table X. For the income variable (INCOME) the following values 
were used: under $5,000, $3,500; $5,000 to $7,999, $6,500; $8,000 to 
$9,999, $9,000; $10,000 to $14,999, $12,500; and over $15,000, $18,000. 
Persons in the educational level (SCH) categories were assumed to have 
these years of education: 8th grade or less, 7 years; some high 
school, 10 years; high school graduate, 12 years; some college, 14 
years; college graduate, 16 years; and advanced degree, 17 years. The 
researcher learned from comments made that the women checking "ad-
vanced degree" had master's degrees. All respondents specifying 
"other" were placed in one of the previous categories. 
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PANEL OF EXPERTS' CHOICES OF "BEST" FABRIC CARE 
PROCEDURES FOR SAMPLES 
Sample Question Answer 
Samples 1 and 10 A Automatic Washer 
B Warm 
c Cold 
D Delicate 
E Automatic Dryer 
F Permanent Press or Delicate 
G No 
H None 
I Alone or With Like Colors 
Samples 2 and 9 A Automatic Washer 
B Warm 
c Warm 
D Delicate 
E Hang to Dry 
F Permanent Press or Delicate 
G No 
H None 
I Alone or With Like Colors 
Samples 3 and 8 A Automatic Washer 
B Warm 
c Cold 
D Delicate 
E Hang to Dry 
F Permanent Press or Delicate 
G No 
H None 
I Alone or With Like Colors 
Samples 4 and 7 A Automatic Washer 
B Warm 
c Cold 
D Permanent Press 
E Automatic Dryer 
F Permanent Press or Delicate 
G No 
H None 
I Alone or With Like Colors 
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Samples Question Answer 
Samples 5 and 6 A Automatic Washer 
B Cold 
c Cold 
D Delicate 
E Automatic Dryer 
F Permanent Press or Delicate 
G No 
H None 
I Alone or With Like Colors 
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